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PREFACE. 
T* E following Diſcour- 


ſes contain a full and 
diſtin eAnſwer ta the 

late Dial of 7 G. where- 
in the Reader may perceive 
what an eafie Victory, Truth, 
when it ſtands its Ground, will 
obtain over Wit and Subtilty. 
When the man who fell in the 
Olympick Games, endeavour- 
"3 | 
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ed by bis Eloquence to perſwade 
the ſpectators he was never 
down, it 1 poſsible he might 
meet with ſome weak and others 
partial enough to believe him ; 

bnt the Judges could not but 
fmile at their folly who did not 
diſcern the difference between 


the firamneſs of the ones ſtand- 


Mb und he others artificial ri- _ 


ſmg 3 the one might ſhew more 
art'and dexterity, but the other 
had more ſtrength or ſome other 
advantage." ſhall leave the 
Reader to Judge i in theſe com- 
bats who maintains his Ground 
beſt, and who ſeeks chiefly to 
avoid the dr * reputation. of lo- 


ſing 
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ſing it. He that keeps cloſe to 
hn Adverſary, declines no diffi-. 
culty, uſes no reproachful lan- 
guage, or diſungenuous dealing, 
hath certainly greater aſſurance 
of the Goodneſs of his ('auſe and 
more hopes to prevail ; than he 
that fludies for ſhifts and evaſi- 
ons, avoids the ſtrongeſt argu-, 
ments, and fiyes out into imper- 
tinent cavils and perſonal re- 

flelions , which are great figns 

that the man u conſcious of the 

badneſi of hu (uſe, and de- 


ſpairs of ſucceſi by any other 
means. And the Author of 


theſe Diſcourſes deſires that his 
eAdverſary and himſelf may 


ſtand 
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ſtand or fall according to theſe 


meaſures. 
eA's to the manner of wri- 
ting bere uſed, viz. by way of 
Dralogue, it i that which hi 
Adverſary led bim to, and poſ- 
fibly, where the decency of 1t 14 
well obſerved,it may make ('on- 
troverſie go down more plea- 
 ſanthy than otherwiſe it would. 
For there appears more life and 
vigour in a Difcomſe carried 
on by ſeveral perſons of different 
bumonrs and opinions, than in 
one continued deduction of Rea- 
ſon.® And thee Author declares 
he intended no reflection on any 
ſober party of men among 1s in 
the 
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the repreſentation made of the 
Army-Chaplain, who bears 
the third Part in the Confe- 
rences ; but only to ſhew the ad- 
vantage the Topiſh Party takes 
from the weak and peeviſh ex- 
ceptions which ſome men have 
made againſt the Church of 
England ; and how they inſinu- 
ate themſelves into them on the 
account of” their prejudices a- 
gainſt it, and have made uſe of 
their indiſcreet zeal t0 compaſs | 
their own ends. 

Which u ſo far from being 4 
Romance cr Fition, that be- 
hides the footſteps which may be 
Jet traced of theſe tranſafions, 
(4) by 
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by the means ant inflruments 
which were imploy'd 1 83 them ; 

we find that one of the moſ lufie T 
F-eftcrsof theRomanChurch, 

wh.n be moſt confidently Fly 
the other parts of the late horrid 
aYfgn aid not flick to avow and 
own this, that they did hope to 
pr rHrail at laſt by Joyning their 
fir ength with the obſlinate Diſ- 
ſenters i in precuring a General 


S 
T'oleration:; which was all the 


"ſible Deſi they were carny- 
ing 0, ple theſe Diſceurſes 
mere written. Since which, the 
fa ace of things bath been /o much 
alter d among 1s, and the times 


appear d ſo bufie and dangerous, 


that 
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that it was thought more adviſe- 
able to reſpite the pu#liſhing of 
theſe ( ontroverſial Diſcourſes 
till mens minds were a little 
calmed; leſt the Auther of them 
ſhould ſeem guilty of the imper- 
tinent diligence of Archime- 
des, viz. of drawing lines in the 
Duſt, when the enemy was rea- : 
dy to deſtroy us. 

Had the © Author had any 
occaſion to have run away from 
the e Argument under debate 
between bim and by adverſary, 
he d1d not want a fatr opportu- 
nity inthe preſent ſtate of things, 
to have put him in mind of ſome- 
thing very different from an 
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Irenicum. But he defired me 
to acquaint the Reader that he 
des ſo perfeftly abhor thus im- 
pertinent and difingenuous way 
of writing, eſþecially about mat- 
ters of Religion, that he could 
neither be provok d nor tempted 
to it, no not by ſo great and freſh 
an Example as be had all along 
before bu eyes. 
May that Wiſe and Gract- 
ous God who hath hitherto de- 
feched the cruel and malicicus 
deſr igns of our Churches ene- 
mies, ſill preſerve it under the 
ſnadow of his Wings, and 
continue it a -praiſe 1n the 
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Firſt Conference, 


Concerning the ſenſe of the Church of 
England, about the Idolatry of the 
Church of Rome. 


, = Ws *OU are well met ar 
=> AG this AuQtion of Books. 
L abs I have been preſent at 
<SE<>s many of them beyond 
Sea: but I never was at one in England 
before. How gothe prices of Books here ? 
- Fax. Ch. Very dear methinks, by the 
Books I have bought ; but I find they are 
ſo catched up he our Brethren, that if we 
_ have them, we muſt pay dear for 
em, 
- bs May. I know what they are Sir ? 
Only ſome few choice pieces 
Rt I —_ _— out of this great 


Ca- 
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Catalogue ; ſuch as, Nepthali or zhe 
Groantngs of. the . Church. of Scotland ; 
Cooks Monarchy no Creature of Gods ma- 
king ; but the things I moſt value are the 
Pamphlets, fach as Sermons before the Long 
Parl;ament in ſeveral volumes. And a 
rare Colleftion of Authors about Liberty of 
Conſcience. | = 

R. P. Are there ſomany Books to be 
had about Liberty of Conſcience ? 

F.C. Yes; a great many have written 
for and againſt it. 

R. P. Whoarethey who have written 
for it ? 

F.C. Totell you the truth, ſome of the 
{ſame who wrote againſt it heretofore; 
bur they are now more enlightned ; as 
thoſe who wrote againſt Separation 
when time was, are now the greateſt ad- 
vocates for it. For, there are ſome pro- 
vidential Truths, which vary accoxding 
to\circumſtances, Do not we ſee the 
Papiſts, who were thought -the greateſt 
enemies to toleration in the world, now 
plead moſt vehemently for it ? and are 
even angry with us for not aQting ſuff- 
ciently in this cauſe againſt the Church 
of Ez2layud. But becaule I tale you for 
a friend by your enquiring after theſe 

- Books, I muſt tell you, it is yet vn 
taDic 
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table point among us; how far we may 
joyn with Aztichriſt, to promote the in- 
tereſt of Chriſt; And ſome inſiſt on that 
place to prove the unlawfulneſs of it, 
Be ye not unequally yoked ; others again 


prove if lawful, becauſe it is ſaid, Ter 


wot altogether with the Fornicatoys of this. 
world or with Idolaters : whence 
they obſerve, that they may joyn with 
them in ſome things, or for ſome ends ; 
but xot altogether, i. e. they muſt not 
joyn with them in their 1do/atries, but 
they may againſt the Church of Ezx- 
gland. 

. R, P. This is too publick a place totalk 
of theſe matters in : but may we not 
withdraw into the next room ; for I have 
a great mind to et you right in this main 
point of preſent concernment. And if 
the Papiſts ſhould be found not to be. 
Hdolaters, a great part of your difficulty 
15 gone. Doyou think, it is not fit for 
you to be better informed in this mat- 
ter, when a thing of ſo great conſe- 
quence depends upon it, as your delive- 
1ance from the perſecution of the Church 
of Exeland ? which you know, we have 
all ſighed and groaned for, a long time. 
It is in vain for any of you to expect 
favour from thence, as long as ſhe is 
;  B 2 able 
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able to ſtand. For if the Biſhops were 
never ſo much me to it, how _ 
the) bly give caſe to you without 
Fir Meow Ar ? And fince the 
diffenting, parttes are ſo different among 
GH their li - and attainments, 
its tmpoſhble to pleale any one party, 
we ears. ifpleaſihs all the reſt, foe 
prehenſion 1s a meer ſnare and temptati- 
on to the Brethren, beg a deſign to 
refer fome, and to leave the reſt in the 
arch. Let us all joyn otir ſtrengths 
together, to pull down this Church of 
Exeland, and then, though there be 
Rn in: Hrael, every one muy do what ſeem 

eth good in his own eyes. | 

{ F.C. Idoubryouare not well ſeen in 
Scripture ; for the Text is; [x rhofe dayes 
there was no King in Iſrael, and every one 
aid what ſcetmed good in his own eyes + 
whence you may obſerve a ſpecial hint 
by the by, that Toleration agrees beſt 
with a Common-wealth, But this to your 
» ſelf: and you might juſtly worider ar 
this freedom with you ; bar that I re- 
member you many years a0, when you 
and I preached up the Fifth Monarchy 


together in the Army. Thoſe were glo- 

rious dayes ! Ah the Liberty we then en- 

joyed ! Did we then think, the good 
® 
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old Cauſe would ever have ended thus ? 
Well ! It is good to be lilent 1n bad 
times. But methinks you and Ihowe- 
ver may retire and talk over old tories, 
and ref'eſh our memories with former 
out-goings together. For here-1s little 
at preſent-for us ro do. 

R. P. Whereabouts are they now 1n 
the Catalogue ? 

F.C. Among the Fathers ; thole O!a- 
Teftunent Divines. What lights have we 
ſeen fince their dayes ! We need not 
trouble our ſelves about them. Bur T 
obſerve the Church of Enz!/:nd men buy 
them up at any rate. What prices do 
they give for a Juftiz Mzrtyr, or  Epi- 
phanizs or Philo, who they ſay was a 
meer Jew ? How mult they ſtarve their 
people with the D:vi#ty of theſe men ? 
How much of the good Divinity.of 
the late times might they have for the 
money ? We cannot but pity their blind- 
neſs. But 1 ſee we cannot be here ſo 
private as we wiſhed; for yonder fits a 
Divine of the Church of En21:ud, who I 
{uppaſe, is the perſon, who bought fo 
many Fathers at the lait Arftion, as 
though he had a mind to ywrite againt 
the apiſt's, 
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R. P. Sit you by a while; and we will 
talk of our matters another time. I have 
been much abroad ſince you and I were 
firſt acquainted, and have lately brought 
over a new Book from Pars. You ſhall ſee 
haw I will handle him ; and if you put 
1nupon occaſion, you ſhall find by this 
experiment, what ſucceſs our united 
forces would haveagainſt the Church of 
Eneland. 

F, C. Do you begin; and you ſhall ſee 
how I will ſecond you, when occaſion 
ofters it ſelf. | 

R. P. Sir, I perceive the D:v:zes of the 
Church of England, do buy up the Fathers 
very much at Auctions. I wonder that 
any who read the Fathers can be for the 
Churchof Enzland, 

Pr. Div. And TI do more wonder at you 
for ſaying ſo. For therefore we are for 
the Church of England, becauſe we read 
hoth Scripture and Fathers. 


R. P. To what purpoſe is all this 
charge and pains, if there be az infallible 


Church ? 
P. D. Therefore to good purpole ; be- 
Cauſc there is no oze Church infallible. 
R. P.1Is there nat a Catholick Church ? 
) P.D. Do youthink Ihave forgotten 
jy Creed ? 


R. P, 
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R. P. Whichis that Cathol:ck Church ? 

P. D. Which of all the parts 1s the 
whole ? Is that your wiſe queſtion ? Do 
not you know the Chriſtian Church hath 
been broken into different Communions 
ever ſince the four General Councils, and 
continues ſo to this day ? What do you 
mean by the Catholick Church ? 

R, P. IT mean the Church of Rowe. - 

P. D. Then you ask me, which, is the 
Church of Rome ? but what need you ask 
that, ſince you know it already ? 

R. P. But the Roman Church is the Ca 
tholick Church. 

P. D. You may as well ſay, London is 
England, or England the World. And 
why may not we call Ez2/4:4 the Worla, 
becaule the reſt of the world 15 divided 
from it 2 aS YOU the Romaz Church the 
Catholick Church ;, becauſe the other 
Churches axe leparated in Communion 
from it ? 

R. P.T mean the Roman Charch is the 
Head and Fountain of C:itholick Doftrine ; 
and other Churches arc pure and ſound 
as they do agree with it. 

P, D. Your propoſition 1s not ſo ſelt- 
evident, that the bare knowing vour 
meaning, muſt make me aflent. TI pray 
firſt prove what you ſay, before I vield. 

B 4. REP. 
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R.P, Was not the Charth of Roe once 
a ſound and Carholick Church ? 
 P.D. Whatthen? fo was the Church 
of Jeruſalem, of Antioch, and Alexandria j 
and ſo were the ſeven Churches of Aſia. 
Were all theſe Heads and Fourtzin3too ? 

R. P. But S. Paul ſpeaks of the Church 
of Rome. 
' _ P. D. He doth ſo; but not much to 
her comfort ; for he ſuppoſes ſhe may be 
broken off through unbelief, as well as any 
other Church ? 
'  R. P. Doth not S. Paul ſay, that the 
Roman faith was ſpoken of throughout the 
World ? 

P. D. What then T beſeech you ? doth it 
follow that faith muſt alwayes continue 
the ſame any more than that the Church of 
Philadelphia muſt at this day be, what 
it was when S. Johz wrote thoſe great 
commendations - of it ? Theſe are ſuch 
ſlender proofs that you had as good come 
to downright begging the Cauſe, as pre- 
tend to maintain it after ſuch a manner. 
The faithof Rome was not more ſpoken 
of in the Apoſtles dayes, than its errours 
and corruptions have been ſince. 

R. P. Theſe are general words ; name 
me one of thoſe errours and corruptions. 
P. D. For this time, I will name the 
| | publick 


O99 
publick and allowed Worfhip of your 
Charch, which after all your Thifts and 
evaſions I cannot excuſe from 1dolatry. 

R. P. How 1s that ? 1dolatry ?:God for- 
bid.I did not expe&tthischargefrom aD:- 
vite of the Church 'of Enxelanil, T was 
prepared to receive it, trom my old 
Fanatick acquaintayce here : he would 
have thandered me with the Texts of 
Artichrift, and the Whore of Babulon, 
and have quoted half the Boot of rhe 
Revelations againſt me; beforerhis time, 
if we had not eſpyed you m the Room. 
Bur I perceive though your Artillery 
may be different, your charge is theſame. 
—_— me, how longs it ſmce'you 

" the Church of England have main- 
tained this charge ? For, Thave been often 
told, that only one late Defezder of your 
Church, hath advancedtwo new charges 
againft the Church of Romeviz. Fanaticiſm 
and 1dolatry, and that the true S945 of the 
Church of England dilownthem both: 

P. D. Whoever tald you foluath decei- 
ved'you; buritisnot the only thing they 
have deceived you in. I never yet ſaw 
{o much as a tolerdble Anfwer to the 
Charge of Faxaticiſm. And for that of 
Idolatry, the Authour you mean, hath 
proved beyond contradiction, that it hath 
5B | bee 
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been managed againſt the Church of Rome, 
by the greateſt and moſt learned Defenders of 
the Church of England, and the moſt genuine 
ſons of it, ever ſince the Reformation. 

"R.P. But have not you ſeen, what T:G, 
hath faid to all that, and how he hath 
ſhewed that his Witneſſes were incompe- 
text ? 

P. D. I have both ſeen and conſidered 
all that T, G. hath ſaid, and compared it 
with Dr. S:i1/;2fleets Reply in the Geze- 
ral Preface to his Anſwers. And I muſt 
declare to you, that if the ſenſe of a 
Church may be known by the concur- 
rent ſenſe of her moſt eminent Dzivizes, 
or by her moſt Authentick Acts, as by the 
Book of Homilies, Forms of Prayer and 
Thankſgivings, Rubricks, Injunitions, the 
Judgement of Convocation, even that of 
MDCXL, Dr. $:. hath made it evi- 
dent, that the charge of [do/atry isagree- 
able to the /exſe ot the Church of Eng- 
land. 

' R. P. You thought T. G. would have 
ou this Poſt upon Dr. S's ſecond 
charge ; but you are miſtaken in him ; 
for I have brought over a Book of Dia- 
loznes from Paris, wherein 7. G. under- 
takes again to prove thisto be only the 
Charge of Fanaticks, and not of the _ 
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of England nor of the Genuine Sons 
of it. 

F.C. It is true ; we whom you call Fa- 
 zaticks do charge the Church of Rome, or 
rather the Synagogne of Antichriſt, with 
Hdolatry ; for, Is it not faid, ' 4nd they 
Worſhipped the Beaſt ? But you muſt 
know tor your comfort, that we do like- 
. wile charge the Church of England with 
it. For what are all their bowings, 
and kneelings, and crofſings, but vain 
imaginations? and the Worſhip of them 
is as bad as the Worſhip of Images. 
And do not they make an 14s! of the 
Common Prayer ? | 
_ P. D. This 1s not fair, Gentlemen ; but 
one at onceI beſeech you. As to your 
charge of the Churchof Exzland, I ſhall 
be ready to anſwer it, when you can 
agree to bring it in. I now defire to 
know, what evidence 7. G. brings to 
prove the Charge of Idolatry not to be 
agreeable to the ſenſe of the Church of 
Ezeland. Hath he brought other Ho- 
milies, other Injunitions, other Rubricks, 
other Convocations, or at leaſt other Di- 
vines, generally received and owned for 
the Gexnuize Sons of this Church, who 
_ have from time to time freed the Church 
of Rome from Idolatry, and looked _ 
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the charge, nat only as unjuft but per- 
nicious and deſtructive to the Being of 
a Church ? Nay, can he produce any 
one D;vixe of the Church of England, be- 
fore the Convocation M DCXL, that 
ever ſaid any ſuch thing, or did wholly 
acquit the Church of Rowe from this 
charge ? If not, let him not think, we 
have a new Church made after another 
model, and upon new pruxiples, or that 
thoſe canbe eſteemed the genuine Sons 
of it, who contradict the ſenſe of the 
Church ever fince the Reformation. 1f 
therebeanyſuch among us, they ought 
firſt to be proved to be true Sons of our 
Church, before their teſttmony be al- 
lowed, which if Ibenot miftaken, will 
be much harder, than to prove the 
Charge of Idolatry to be agreeable to 
the ſenſe of it. But what method doth 
T.G. take in this matter? 

R.P. T.G.likea wary mandiſputes in 
Maſquerade, For'he doth not thinkfit to 
appear-in his own Perſon ; but he brings 
in a Conrformift, and a Non-conformiſt ar- 

uing the point. And the Conformiſt 
tpeaks T.G's ſenſe in acquitting the 
Church of Rome ; and the Non-conformiſt 
vindicates Dr. $7, and makes a pitiful de- 
tence of him. | 
FP. 
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P.D. It was very wittily done. And the 
Scene was well _ laid, if the plot 
were only to repreſent Dr, S:. as a ſe- 
cret enemy tothe Church of England, as I 
ſippoſe it was. But to what purpoſe 
are all thoſe perſonal refleAions : and 
ſome repeated over and over, with fo 
much appearance of rancour and ill 
will, as doth not become a man of any 
common ingenuity ? Can the Catholick 
Cauſe be maintained by no other Arts 
than theſe ? Methinks 7. G. might have 
let the little Wþ;Fers inControverſie,ſuch 
as the Anthour of the Addreſs to the Pax- 
liament, and of that precious Pamphler 
called Jupiter Dr. St's ſupreme God, 8&C. 
to have made a noiſe at they know not 
what ; crying out upon him s az enemy 
to the Church of England, ( becauſe he 
defends her cauſe to their great:vexati- 
on) and as &4 friend to Pagan {aolatry, 
( becauſe he hath laid on the folly of 
yours.) Theſe are {ſuch weak aſſaults 
as expoſe your cauſe to the contempt of 
all wiſe men ; who expect reaſon ſhould 
be anſwered with reaſon, and not with 
calumnies and reproaches : which in my 
apprehenſion Dr. Sz. ought to rejoyce . 
in as the marks of victory ; for while 
they have any other ammunition left, 
no 
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no enemies will betake themſelves to 
dirt and ſtones. When I read through 
the Firſ# Part of T. G's Dialogues, and 
obſerved how induſtrionſly he ſet him-- 
ſelf to beſpatter his Adverſary, and 
raked all the Kennels he could tor that 
purpoſe, (eſpecially that of the Parro- 
rus bone Fidei, ec.) 1 could not but 
think of an animal, which being cloſely 
purſued and in great danger, gets him- 
ſelf into the moſt convenient place for 
mire and dirt, and there ſo layes about 
him with his Heels, that no one dares 
ro come near him. It was _— 
with ſome ſuch deſign that T. G. hath 
at laſttaken ſanQuary in a bog ; hoping 
his Adverfary will never purſue him 
thither. But notwithſtanding this rok 
jet of his, we will try, whether 1n ſpite 
of his heels we cannot bring him to rea- 
lon. | Therefore I pray let us ſet aſide 
all rude - and unbecoming reflettions, 
and calmly conſider, how 7. G. proves 
that the Charge of Idolatry 15 not agree- 
able:to the ſenſe of the Church of Enp- 
land, 

R. P. Hold Sir; You area little too nim- 
ble, T. G. faith, his Intention was only to 
{bew, that Dr. Sc. had not ſufficiently proved 
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from the Teſtimony he then produced, what” 
ſoever he might or could do from other Acts 
or Authours of that Church. And heelle- 
where ſaith, that T. G. did not diſpute ex 
profeflo, whether it were the ſenſe of the 
Charch of England, that the Church of 
Rome z- guilty of Idolatry or n0? nor, whe- 
ther Dr. St. diſſented from the ſenſe of his 
Church ? but what he undertook to ſhew was 
0 more than that two parts of the Authours 
there cited by the Dy. were Puritans, or Pu- 
ritanically inclined, by the confeſſion of other 
Djvines of the Church of England ; 
and therefore according to Dr. St's own 
meaſures (if they were good,) their Teſtimo- 
nies ought to be looked on as incompetent to 
prove what he ”_m and for the other 
ſix, that what they charged with Idolatry, 
was not the Dottrine of the Church of 
Rome, but ſome things which they concei- 
wed to be great abuſes in the pradtice of it. 
And this, he {aith, i the true ſtate of that 
Controverſie. 

P.D. Ifit be ſo, I cry T.G. mercy.For, I 
thought he deſigned to prove this charge 
of 1dolatry not to be-agreeable to the feaſe 
of the Church of England. But you ſay 


'T. G. now denies it ; and if I were as 


Dr. $:. I would thank him for it. - For, 
would any man fay this, that _ 
could 


Cath. 
1614:197- ſenſe? To what purpoſe was that inge- 
nious Criticilm, of being rather repugnant 
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could ever be proved to be againſt the 


{ ſenſe of the Church of Expland ? And 
| what could have been more material to 


bis purpoſe than this, if 1c could have 
been done ? Well fare T. C's ingenuity 
for once ! that finding it mapoſſible to be 
done, he now denies that he ever attem- 
pted the doing it. But the firſt queſtion 
in a fray is, how fel they out ? we ſhall 
better judge of 7. G's deſign by the oc- 
caſzon of it. Dr. S:. athirmed that im 
the charge of 1dolatry he did not contra- 
dict the ſenſe of the Church of England, 
Did he, or did he not ? If he did not, 
Dr. Sr. was inthe right : if he did, why 
did not T. G. ſhew it? But after this 
yielding up the main point in effeR, it is 
eaſie to prove that 7G. did deſign to 
ſhew, as well as he could, that the charge 
of 1do/atry was againit the /exfſe of the 
Church of Exgland ; but finding it would 
not do, he now diſowns it. For (1.) 
Doth not T. G. appeal to the Articles of 
the Church of England for the moſt au- 
thentick declaration of her ſenſe ? and 
becauſe the Church of Rox is not there 
charged with [do/atry, doth he not hence 
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to the word of God ; which he interprets 
as though the compoſers of our Articles 
had done their endeavour to find a command 
againſt the Worſhip of Images, but could not. 
What do you think of this argument ? 
what did 7.G. intend to prove by it ? 
Is it not as clear as the Sun, that it was 
to ſhew that the charge of 1dolatry was 
againſt the ſenſe of the Church of Erg- 
lazd ? Why thenis T.G. aſhamed now 
of .it, and denies he had any ſuch deſign ? 
There muſt be ſome more than ordinary 
cauſe of a mans denying what he once 
ſo openly avowed to do. Nay, in theſe 
very Dialogues, after repeating his former 


words, T. G. faith, Thus clearly hath P#4. 0.5% 


T. G. evinced the ſenſe of the Church of 
England iz this matter. Say you lo? and 
yet never deſigned to diſpute ex profeſſo, 
whether it were the /c/e of the Church 
of Erxgland or not ? Who. is it I pray 
hath the knack of /ayig, and »nſaying ; 
of affirming and denying the very ſame 
thing in ny leaves ? or did 7.G. ne- 
ver intend any ſuch thing ; but the Church 
of Ezzlaxd of her own accord, knowing 
T. G.'s good affections to her, ſtept into 
the Cort, and declared her ſenſe ?: Have 
we not the beſt natured Church in the 
world that is ſo kind to her enemies, and 
expreſleth 
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expreſſerh her ſenſe to be on their ſide, 
Mark rhey will or not ? Our Church 
then is like the Countrey mans River 
which comes without calling ; alas ! 
what need T. G. d'þ te ex profeſſo, what 
her ſenſe is ; ſhe oFers her own Teſti- 
mony, and deſires to be heard in the 4- 
ſpute whether T. G. will or not. Let 
any man judge by - theſe words what 
T. G.'s deſign was then, whatever he 
thinks fit to own now. ( 2.) He ſhews, 
that if it had been the fenſe of the Church 
of England iz the Articles, that the Church 
of Rome were guilty of Idvlatry in the 
Worſhip of Images, Adoration of the Hoſt, 
or Invocation of Saints, all thoſe who denyed 
it, would have incurred excommunication 
pln fatto, as appears by the Canons, What 
was T. G.*s deſign in this, if it were not | 
to prove the charge of 1ao/atry to be 
_ againſt the ſenſe of the Church of Exg- 


7 land ? Is this only to ſhew the Witneſſes - 


Dr. St. produced to be incompetent ? What 
a benefit it is, for a man to forget what 
he hath no mind to remember ! And 
then to deny as ſtoutly as if the thing 
had never been done. (}.) Is it not 
T. G. who in terms aflerts that Dy. St. 
| betrayed his Church in advancing ſuch a 


| medium, as contradifts the ſenſe of that 


Church, 
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Church, (mark that. 1t « trae, he adds; 
if it be to be taken from the ſentiments of 
thoſe, who are eſteemed her true and genu-. 
ine Sons. Was it T. G.'s deſign then, 
not to diſpute what was the ſenſe of the 
Church of England ; nor whether Dr. St. . 
diſſented from it ? I will not meddle with 
that, whether T. G: be a competent judge 
who are the true and genuine Sons of the 
Church of England. No doubt 1n his 
opinion, thole who come neareſt the 
Church of Rome are ſuch ; and advance 
{uch ſpeculations as lay the charge of 
Schiſm at her own door. But tre Sons are 
no more for laying diviſion to the charge 
of their Mother, than the true Mother was 
for dividing the Sox. Thofe are certain- 
ly the moſt gernine Sons of our Church, 
who own her doctrine, defend her prin- 
ciples, conform to her Rules, and are 
moſt ready to maintain her Caſe againſt 
all her enemies. And among theſe there 
15. no dzfferexce, and there ought to be no 
diſtinition. But if any frame a Church of 
their own Heads, without any regard to 
the Articles, Homilies, and current do- 
rine of our Church, and yet will call 
that the Church of Exglazd, and them- 
ſelves the only genuine Sons of it, I do not 
queſtion T. G, and your Brethren would 
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be glad to have them thought ſo, to lef- 
ſen our number and impair our intereſt ; 
but none that underſtand and value our 
Church, will endure ſuch a pernicious 
diſcrimination among the Sos of the 
ſame Mother ; as though ſome few were 
fatally determined to be the Sos of our 
Church, whatever their Works and Merits 
were; and others abſolutely caft off, not- 
withſtanding the greateſt ſervice. I 
ſhould not mention this, þut that I ſee 
7.G. infinuating all along ſuch a diſtin- 
tion as this ; and crying up ſome per- 
{ons an purpole as the only genuine Sons of 
the Charch of England, that he might caſt 
reproach upon others; and thereby fo- 
ment animolities among Brethrep. But 
whoſe Ch//arez thoſe are who do fo, I 
leave T. G. to conſider. | 

- R. P: Whatever 7. G.'s intention was, 
yet you cannot deny that he hath proved 
two parts in three to be incompetent Wit- 
aeſſes according to his own Meaſures. 

P. D. Not deny. it ? I never ſaw any 
thing more weakly attempted to be pro- 
ved, as Dr.S:. hath ſhewed art large in his 
Preface. Biſhop //4zte being rejected as 
a Puritan, becauſe condemned by that 
party. Biſhop Jewe/, becaule K. Charles 
faid he was not infallible. Biſhop B-//or, 
'. | becauſe 
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becauſe of his errours about Civil Go- 
vernment, though a ſtout defender of the 
Church of England. Biſhop Davenart, 
becauſe he was none of the Fathers. 
Biſhop Uſher , becauſe his Averſary 
gives an 1ll charaQter of him. By this 
you may judge, what powerful excepr7- 
ons T. G. made againſt two parts in three 
of the Witneſſes. 

R. P. T.G. ſaith, That Dr. St. rather 
waved the exceptions by pretty facetions ar- 
tifices of Wit, than repelled th:zz by a dawn- 
right denial, out of the affection Catharinus 
hopes he bears ſtill to the Cauſe, which hid 
been honoured by ſuch learned and godl, 
Biſhops as Jewel, Downham, Uſher, hs 
zvo Abbots and Davenant ; which are re- 
corded among the Puritans by the Patronus 
bone Fidel. 


P. D. You might as well have quoted 


S-rius & Cochlers for your Church ; as 
this Patrons bone Fide: for ours. For he 
1s an Hiſtorian much of their ſize and 
credit. But of him we ſhall have occa- 
ſion to ſpeak hereafter ; T. G. filling page 
after page out of him. TI et the Reader 
judge whether Dr. Sr. did not they 
1.G.'s exceptions to be vain and frivo- 
lons, and conſequently theſe remain ſub- 


ſtantial and competent Witz:es. And 
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as to the cauſe of the Church of England, 
which theſe learned and pious Prelates 
defended and honoured, Dr. St. will re- 
Joyce to be joyned with them, though it 
be in ſuffering reproach for the ſake of it. 

'R.P. Let us paſs over theſe ſingle 
T-/timonies, and come to the moſt mate- 
: rial proofs which Dr. $z. uſed, and 7. G. 

D48:P-14+ declares, he is not yet convinced by them ; 
that the charge of Idolatry was the ſenſe of 
the Church of England. 

P. D. With all my heart. The F:r/t 
was from the Book of Homzlies, not bare- 
ly allowed, but ſubſcribed to, as con- 
taining godly and wholſome doQtrine 
very neceſſary for theſe times ; which 
owns this charge of Idolatry not in any 
doubtful, or ſingle paſſage, but inan ela- 
borate Diſcourſe intended for the Teach- 
ers, as well as the People. To which he 
added, that the DoQArine of the Homilies 
15 allowed in the thirty nine Articles ; 
which were approved by the Queen ; 
confirmed by the $209 of both 
Houſes of Convocation, A.D. 1571. And 
therefore he defires T.G. to "bk him, 

whether men of any common under- 

ſtanding would have ſubſcribed to the 

Brook of Hoznilies in this manner, if they 

had believed the main doQtrine and de- 
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ſign of one of them had been falſe and 
pernicious ? It, faith he, any of the Bi- 
ſhops had at that time thought the 
charge of Idolatry unjuſt, and that it 
had ſubverted the foundation of Ecclefi- 
aſtical Authority, would they have in- 
ſerted this into the Articles, when it was 
in their power to have left it out? and 
that the Homilies contained a wholeſome 
and godly Dottrine, which in their con- 
{ciences they believed to be falle and per- 
nicious ? He might as well think, he 
{aith, that the Council of Treat would 
have allowed Cal ins Inſtitutions, as cor- 
taining a wholeſome 11:4 godly Doctrine, as 
that men ſo perſwaded would have al- 
lowed the Homily againſt the peril of 
Idolatry. And how 1s it poflible to un- 
derſtand the ſenſe of our Church bet- 
ter, than by ſuch publick and authen- 
tick Acts of it, which all perſons who 
are inany place of truſt in the Church 
muſt ſubſcribe and .declare their appro- 
bation of ? 'This Homily hath {till con- 
tinued the ſame, the Article the very 
fame, and if ſo, they muſt acknowledge 
this hath been and is to this day the 
ſenſe of our Church. And ta what 7. G. 
{aith, that this doth not evince every partt- 
cular doftfrine contained in the Hamilies to 
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be godly and wholeſome, becauſe the whole 
Book is ſubſcribed to as containing ſuch do- 
arine ; heanſwers, that there is a great 
deal of difference to be made between 
ſome particular paſſages and expreſſions 
in theſe Homilies, and the main doctrine 
and deſign of a whole Homily : and be- 
tween ſubſcribing to a whols Book as 
containing godly and wholſome do- 
Ctrine, though men be not ſo certain of 
the Truth of every paſſage in it ; andit 
they are convinced that any doctrine 
contained in it 1s falſe and pernicious. 
Now thoſe who deny the Church of Roz-e 
to be guilty of Idolatry do not only look 
on the charge as falſe, but as of x drove 
rous conſequence ; and therefore ſuch a 
{ſubſcription would be ſhuffling and diſ- 
honeſt, From theſe things laid together, 
in my mind Dr. Sz. hath not only clear- 
ly proved that the charge of Idolatry was 
not only owned by the compoſers of the 
FHomilies, but by all who have honeſtly 
ſubſcribed to the Arzicles from that time 
to our own. And I would be glad to 
Ir what anſwer T. G. gives to all 
Ls. 

R. P. He anſwers, firſt by repeating 
what he {aid before; and then by ſhew- 
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con(idering 


CER... | 
conſidering what had been done ar undone 
in thit kind in the Reigns of K, Henry 8. 
Edw..6. 2. Mary, and 2. Elizabeth, zof 
to ſpeak of latter times. 

P. D. What is this, but in plain terms 
to fay the ſubſcribers of our Articles were 
men of no honeſty or conſcience ; but 
would ſay or unſay, fubſcribe one thing 
or another as it ſerved their turn ? If 
this be his way of defending our Church, 
we ſhall defire him to detend his own. 
But yet, this doth nof reach home to the 
Do#ors argument, which proceeded not 
meerly on their honeſty, but their having 
common underſtanding. For here was 
no force or violence oitered them, they 
had the full power to confider the Ar- 
ticles, and to compole the Homilies, and 
would men of common ſenſe put in 
things againſt thei” own minds, and 
make and approve and recommend Ho- 
milies which they did not believe them- 
ſelves? This evidently proves the com- 
poſers of the Hom7lies and Convocation 
at that time, did approve the doctrine 
of thele FHomilies, for it was in their 
power not to have paſſed them. Thus 
faritis plain zhat was the doctrine of the 
Church then, and why ſhould we ſup- 
poſe an; [*:-!cribers to take them in any 
| other 
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other ſenſe, than the Church did then 
mean them ? Nay, Dr. $:. challenged 
him, to produce any one Divine of aur 
Church, who through the long reign of 
Q. Elizabeth did ſo much as once quelti- 
on the truth of this charge. Doth T.G, 
upon ſo long conſideration of this matter 
name any ? 

R. P. Not any that I find, 

P. D. But that will be beſt ſeen by 
conſidering Dr. S$t,'s ſecond Argu- 
ment of the ſenſe of the Church of 
Fxnzland in this matter, viz. from the 
current Doftrine of the Church ever ſince 
the Reformation,the injunitions of Edw.6. 
of Cranmer, of Q. Elizabeth ; the Form of 
Thankſziving, A. D. 1594. 

R. P. Tothis T. G. anſwers, that this 
was a heat in the beginning of the Reforma- 
tion ; but after the Crown was ſettled upon 
K. James, whoſe title was unqueſtionable 
both at Rome, ( at home I ſuppoſe he 
means) and abroad, the dangerous conſe- 
py of the charge of Idolatry, began to 

e more calmly and maturely conſidered ; 
and were fo throughly weighed iz the time of 
K. Charles I. that 2s Heylin ſaith, B:ſhop 
Laud hindred the Reprintins the Books con- 
taining Caluinian Doftrines. Which evi- 
dently ſhe vs, faith he, that that party never 

ly looked 
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looked upon the expreſſions of Idolatry con- 
tained in thoſe injunttions as the dogmati- 
cal ſenſe of the Church of England. 

P,D. A very likely ſtory ! that our 
Church ſhould vary 1n its doctrine, be- 
cauſe K, James his title to the Crown was 
unqueſtionable, It ſeems before, the 
Church of Rome was gwilty of Idolatry, 
becauſe Q. Elizabeths title was not own- 
ed by the Pope. What a fine infinuati- 
on is couched under all this ? v:z. that 
our Church depended wholly on the 


Queens pleaſure, and fitted her doftrines = 


to ſerve her Turn; and when that was 
over, the Tide turned, and that was per- 
nicious doctrine now, which was whole- 
ſome before ; and wholeſome now,which 
was pernicious before ; and yer there 
were the ſame Articles,the ſame Homlies, 
the ſame /#b/criptions which were before. 

R. P. But he quotes a Do#our of your 
own Church tor n_ he ſaith, P. Heyln, 
and delivers it in his Words. 

P. D. P. Heyliz ſpeaks not one word 
in that place of the charge of Idolatry ; 
(although T. G. feems to repreſent it 


{o) but of thoſe who reviled the Church of 


Rome zt ſelf, ind all the Divine Offices, Ce- 
remonies and performances of it, Which 
jt 15 plain he there ſpeaks of the Genevian 


party ; 
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party ; for but juſt before he mentions 
the Geneva Bible, and the dangerons poſi- 
tions contained in the Annotations printed 
with it, Now theſe perſons whom he 
there ſpeaks of, ed wpen the Church 
of Rome as a meer Synagogre of Satan and 
20 true Church ; and all the Offices and 
Ceremonies of it to be fo defiled, that 
20 uſe could be made of them ; and on 
that account they reiected our Lztargie 
and Ceremonies as taken from the Church 
of Rome. Although therefore, ſaith he, 
Q. Elizabeth mizht ſuffer ſuch things to 
be printed in her time, yet B. Laud would 
xot allow the Reprinting of them ; becauſe 
Q. El;zabeth might out of State policy 
{ſuffer the violent tranſports of irregular 
zeal, by reaſon of her perſonal quarrels 
with the Pope ; yet now thoſe reaſons be- 
ing over, B. Land would not ſuffer them 
to come abroad again. But that this ex- 
preſſion cannot be underſtood of the 
charge of 1dolatry, I prove by theſe ar- 
guments. (1.) Pet. Heylin ' himſelf 
preaching before K. Charles T. and Arch- 
biſhop Laud, did in plain terms chargethe. 
Worſhip of Images with moſt 9rofs Tdo- 
latry : as appears by the words cited at 
large in Dr. $t.'s general preface. What 
laith T. G. to this 
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 R.P. 1 do not find a particular an- 
ſwer to this, but I ſuppoſe he reckons him 
with thoſe fix of whom he faith, that they 
do not charge the Church of Rome it ſclf, 
but the opinions of School Divines and 
abuſes in prattice. 

P. D. Thatcannot be, for Pet. Heylin 
goes farther ; ſaying, that they who ob- 
ſerve the manner of their Worſhip of Ima- 
ges, with what Pilzrimages, Proceſſions, Of- 
ferings, with what affections, prayers, and 
humble bendings of the body, they have been 
and are Worſhipped in the Church of Rome, 
might very caſt conceive that ſhe was once 
again relapſed into her ancient Paganiſm. 

R. P. Heſaith, they might conceive fo ; 
but he doth not ſay, they might juſtly 
conceive lo. 

P.D. This 1s very ſubtle, and like 
T. G. himſelf. But I pray obſerve, P. 
Heylin when he gives an account of the 
Worſhip of Images, faith, when the Do- 
dtrine, which firſt began in the Schools came 
to its growth, what fruits could it bear, but 
moſt groſs Idolatry, greater than which, 
was never known among the Gentiles ? 
Mark that for your ſatisfaction. What 
fruit could the dottrine bear, and that after 
it came out of the Schools to its growth. 

And when he ſaith, they might — 
PN, that 
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that Rome was once again relapſed tnto her 
ancient Paoaniſm ; the meaning 1s, Thoſe 
that ſaw their Worſhipof Images in mo- 
dern Rome, and compared it with what 
was done in old Roxze, would ſee nodit- 
ference ; the Idolatry was ſo groſs in 
both, that if there were nothing elſe to 
make a diſtinction, a man arm A eaſily 
conceive Rome was relapſed into her 4ax- 
cient Paganiſm. 

R. P. But what other argument have 
you to prove that P. Hey{/z could not 
ſpeak this of the charge of 1dolatry ? 

P. D. Becauſe in his Introdud#ion he 
owns the doftrine of the Homies as to 
this point of [dolatry ; and that the com- 
pilers of the Homilies were the more ear- 
nelt 77: this point of removing or excluding 
Images, the better to wean the people from 
the fin of Idolatry, in which they had been 
trained up from their very infancy. And 
after, he adds, the people of this laſt Age, 
being ſufficiently inſtrutted in the unlawful- 
neſs of worſhipping ſuch painted Images, 
they 'may be lawfully uſed in Churches, with- 
out fear of Idolatry, What can this ſig- 
nifie, if he did not take the Worſhip of 
Traces to be Idolatry ? and therefore he 
could not look upon this 2s a heat in the 
beginning of the Reformation ; and which 
way 
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was quite ſpent in the time of B. Laxd ; 
ſince not only P. Heylin, but the Arch- 
Biſhop himſelf faith, that the Modery 
Church of Rome #s too like Paganiſm in 
the Worſhip of” Images, and driven to ſcarce 
intelligible ſubtilties, in her ſervants wri- 
tings that defend it ; and this without any 
care had of millions of ſouls unable to un- 
derſtand her ſubtilties or ſhun her pradtice. 
And in his defence againſt the charge of 
' the Commons, he ſaid, that he had written 
againſt the adoration and ſuperſtitions uſe 
of Images as fully as any man whatſoever. 
What think you now Sir ? was this a 
heat inthe beginning of the Reformation ; 
and when men in Archbiſhop Lauds time, 
more duly weighed the conſequences of 
this charge, they grew both cooler and 
wiſer ? what evidence doth T. G. pro- 
duce for this? When the very perſon he 
pom_ for it, is ſo far from it, that 

e faith the contrary ; and are we not 
like to meet with very hopeful Demon- 
{trations inthe /crentifical way from him ? 
But I have one argument yet more, to 
prove there was no fuch change as to 
this matter, in Archbiſhop Lauds time ; 
which is from the Convocation, A. D. 
1640. wherein no one queſtions the-in- 
fluence and direction of Archbiſhop ho 
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and the concurrence of thoſe of his Par- 
ty, as T.G. calls them ; and yet un that 
very. Book of Per. Heylins, he might have 
{cen;that Cano, wherein they acknow- 
ledge the Idolatry of the Maſs ; and 
7.G\ could not pretend any ignorance 
of this; for Dr. Sz. had quoted this very 
Cao to this purpoſe, to ſhew that this 
was the ſenſe of Archbiſhops, Biſbops and 
Clergy 1m Convocetion 1o lately ; and ſo 
long after. the firſt heats of the Reforma- 
Zion. But what anſwer doth T.G. give 
to this, which is ſo material a Teſtimony, 
and fo deſtructive to all he faith, upon 
this matter ? 

R. P. I donot remember he takes no- 
tice of it; but # you pleaſe I will look, 
torT have his Boak about me. 

P. D. Not take notice of it ? It is 1m- 
poſhþle. What !-doth he pretend to 
an{wer, and pals by the plazneft and 
{trongeit arguments, as if they had ne- 
ver been brought ? This is a very fatil- 
factory way of anſwering, and becom- 
ing the 1ngenuity of 7.G. : but I pray 
Sir look again, I am afraid you wrong 
him. Tſuppole you never read Dr. $z.'s 


Books, but only the Azſers to them, and 
then I do not wonder you applaud the 
Azſ-vers, if they leave out the hardeſt 
arguments. 
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R. P. You have a little ſtartled me 
with this omiſſion; I have turned over 
all the Leaves which relate to this matter 
very carefully, and I cannot find one 
word about it : ſurely it was an involun- 
tary omiſſion. | 

P.D. How could that be involunta- 
ry, when it was produced and urged 
with great force, to ſhew that this was 
no Puritanical charge ; no heat at the be- 
grinning of the Reformation ; no private 
opinion of particular perſons, but the 

ef of our whole Church repreſentative 
evenin 4. D. 1640. 

R.P. I confeſs, I know not what to 
{ay more for him, but that it was an 
omiſſion. 

P.D. No Sir, that is not all ; for there is 
a fault of commiſſion too; for he doth not 
only leave out this, but he advances an 
hypotheſis which he my ealily ſee the 
falſhood of, from this ſingle teſtimony ; 
viz, that thecharge of 1dolatry was only 
a heat of the beginning of the Reformation, 

which was difowned in the time of K,Charles 
and Archbiſhop Laud, when at the ſame 
time he could not but ſee the plaineſt evi- 
dence to the contrary by the Convocation 
of A. D. 1640. Is your cauſe to be ſup- 
ported only by ſuch Ys as theſe ? 
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R.. P. Youare too like Dr. St. whom 


Date p2%« TG. charges with being too T ragical up- 


on ſuch ſlight occaſions; and Hinging and 
laying about him unreafombly for a 
ting of nothing ; as when T7. G, mi- 
{took Robert Abbot for George. 

P.D.' Call you this a thing of »0- 
thiaz ? methinks itis rather making »0- 
thing ofa very ſubſtantial thing. Ks to 
the other miſtake, I ſuppoſe we ſhall 
hear of it erelong. I pray let us pro- 
ceed 1n order. 

R. P. Dr. S:.'s third Argument is 
from the Rubrick at the end of the Com- 
21uion ; the words aretheſe, Whereas it 
zs ordained in this Office, for the adminiſtra: 
tion of the Lords Supper ; that the comm. 
ricents ſhould receive the ſame kneeling. 

F.C. Hold there I pray ; what ! ze- 
ceive the Communion kneeling ! Give me 
leave to come in now ; for Iperceive you 
are hard preſſed, and we ought to give 
friendly aſſiſtance to one another againſt 
theſe Church of Exgland-men; and there- 
fbre I will prove them guilty of 14o- 
latry in receiving the Sarrament kneel- 
ins. <a 

P. D. This, will be a drgreſſhion, but 
t.alwayes dwe.ſo much ſervice to the 


Church of England, as to beready to de- 
F fend 
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fend it from ſo unjuſt a charge; there- 
fore to your buſineſs. | 

F.C. Mr. Cafe in his Sermon before the 
Long Parliament at a General Faſt, onſuch 
a day faith thus ——— 

P. D. I pray Sir ſpeak to the point, 
Iam not now at leiſure to hear Mr. Caſes 
Sermon repeated. | 

F.C. I hope you will not interrupt 


©, | 
P.D. Not, when you ſpeak to the 
buſineſs : Do you. underſtand what 1do- 
latry is ? RE 0 
_ F.C. That is a queſtion to be asked 
indeed ; as though I did not know what 
the cup of fornication means , that 1s 
Taolatry ; and to bow at the name of Jeſus, 
and to bow to the Altar, that is Idolatry ; 
do you think T do not know what 149la- 
try 1$? Methinks you ſhould have more 
reverence for a man of my yeats, thart 
toask me ſuch a ſawcy Queſtiqn ; have 
I preached this thirty years and more int 
the Army and 7 private . Congregations , 
and live to be asked ſuch a.queſtion by 
you ? Sir I knew what [dolatry was be- 
tore you were born, gd 37 
P, D. Then Thope you can tell me, 

now I am of Age to underſtand it, 
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F.C. Why, have I not told you al- 
ready ? 

P.D. I pray fir let us talk calmly, 
and underſtand one another, which we 
ſhall never do unleſs we agree what is 
gr I pray give me the definition 
of it. 

F. C. The definition! When IT was a 
young man as you are, I had as many 
definitions in' my head as any Body ; 
but\we that are upon conſtant. duties of 
another nature cannot trouble our Heads 
with Definitions or ſuch idle notions. 


But alas we grow old ; and fuch things 


are ſoon forgotten. I remember in my 
younger dayes I read Bucanms, Polanus, 
and Ameſins ; nay, there was not a jood 
Sy/teme of Orthodox Divinity to be had, 
dutT read it, and noted it ; but I loſt my 
zotes inthe time of the Wars, and could 
never recover them. 

P:D. This isa little off from our bu- 
lineſs; I hope you are better at application 
of the point than at explication of it. 
What is it in the Church of Exgland you 
docharge with 1dolatry ? 

F.C. Kyeeling at the Sacrament. 

P, D. For what reaſon ? 

F.C. Stay a little : T thought I had 
my arguments at my Fingers ends ; _ 

ce 
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fee how ſtrangely good things ſlip out 
of our memories ! But now 1remember, 
I have ſome ſhort notes about me which I 
took out of Mr, Gilleſpic's Idolatry of the 
Emeliſh Popiſh Ceremonies ; and let me 
tell you, he was a mighty man in his 
dayes againſt the Church of Exgland, and 
this Book of his did great execution upon 
the Biſhops in Scotland, I can remember, 
how much it affefted the Brethren in 
England, and how we compared him to 
one of Davids Worthies that killed the 
Giants of the Phil;/tins, | 

P. D. Sir, at this rate of talking it 
will be night before you come to the 
Queſtion, methinks you ſeem to have 
nothing to ſay againſt us of the Church of 
England. 

F.C. I nothing to ſay againſt you ! 
who ever heard me, without having 
{omething to ſay againſt you ? Itell you 
Sir, I look upon your Church as the youn- 
cer ſiſter to the Whore of Babyloz : never 
a barrel the better herring ; only we 
can have /tberty of Conſcience with one, 
and not with the other. Tt 1s all one 
to me to bow to an Im:age, and to bow to the 
Altar ;, to worſhip Images, and to kneel at 
the Sacrament. 

P. D. lam in hopes you are now com= 
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ing tothe point, I pray keep there with- 
out any farther ramble. 

F.c, Call you this rambling? You 
know Ameſius Faith, even 1n controvert-= 
ed points, much reſpect ought to be had 
to the experience of Gods people ; I tell you, 
I have found it thus with me, and you 
ought rather to hear me teach you, than 
diſpute with me. 

P. D. All this ſhall not ſerve; I muſt 
_ your arguments {ince you urge me 
_ thus, 

F. C. Why look ye now, d'ye ſee how 
petulant and malapert theſe Divines of 
the Church of Exgland are. But ſince no- 
thing will fatisfie you, but arguing, I 
have anargument ready for you will dq 
your buſineſs. 

(Zo Worſhip the Bread i Idolatry ; 
( But to kneel at the Sacrament is to Wor- 

{ ſhip the Bread, 

'Ergo. 

P. D. Tamglad to find you come to 
any kind of Reaſozzing. T deny, that in 
kneeling at the Sacrament, we do wor- 
ſhip the Bread ; for our Church expreſly 
declares the contrary in this Rubrick, 

F.C. What doI care for your Chvrch 
or her Rebricks ? T ſay you do worſhip 
the Bread and prove tt too, 


Thus 
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That which you kneel before and look to- 
wards, when you worſhip, you do give 

the worſhip to : 

But you kneel before and losk towards the 

bread when you worſhip. 

Ergo. 

P. D. I begin tobe afraid of you now ; 
for you donot only prove by this argu- 
ment kxeeling at the Sacrament, but read- 
#218 the Common Prayer to be Idolatry ; For 
if that which we kneel before and look 
towards when we worſhip, muſt be the 
object of our worſhip, it 1s plain we muſt 
indeed make an Ido! of the Common Prayer; 
for every time we read it we kneel before 
itand looks towards it when we worſhip. 

F.C. Look you to that, I alwayes took 
the Common Prayer for an Idol, but I did 
got think, I had proved it now. 

P. D. I ſhall endeavour to undeceive 
you in this matter. Smce we are not pure 
1pwits, but nw{t worſhip God with our 
| bodies, by kreeling and looking towards 
lomething in our Ats of Worſhip;we muſt 
not determine that to be the je## of our 
Worſhip vihich our bodies are bended 
towards, or we look upon in our wor{hzp, 
unleſs there be ſome other rea/o7 for it ; 
for then Idolatry would be neceſſary and 
unavoidable. For we cannot kneel with 
D 4 _ 
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our-eyes open, but we muſt look upon 
ſome creature, which according to your 
way of arguing, muſt be the o4ject of our 
Worſhip. I pray Sir, without being an- 
gry, give me leave to ask you, whether a 
man kneeling in the Fields and praying 
with his eyes lifted up to Heaven be an 
Tdolater or not ? 

F.C. I think not. 

P. D. Yet he kneels towards ſome 
creature, and looks upon ſome creature 
when he worſhips ; therefore you muſt 
prove by ſome other way, that we do 
make the bread the Objett of our Worſhip. 
But this we utterly deny ; and fay the 
doing it is Idolatry and to be abhorred of all 
faithful Chriſtians. And will you make 
us worſhip it, whether we will or no ? 

F.C. But you uſe the ſame poſtures 
which the Pap:ſ#s do, and yet you charge 
them with [dolatry ? 

P. D. Becauſe this is a thing many of 
you ſtumble at, I will make the difte- 
rence of our caſe, and theirs plain to you. 
Inall moral Acts we are to have a great 
great regard to their circumſtances, | Soom 


whence they take a different denominati- 
on. He that kills a man by accident, 
and he-that kills a man our of malice, 
do-the very fame thing as to the ſub- 

{tance 
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ftance of the A# ; yet no man will f 
ir is the lame att upon a moral confi- 
deration. We kneel, and the Papi/is 
kneel : but we declare whe we kneel, we 
intend no adoration to the Flements : but 
the Papiſts cannot deny that they do 
ive proper adoration to that which 1s be- 
fore them; which we ſay is bread, and 
they ſay, the Body of Chriſt under the [þ:- 
cies of bread ; and yet not meerly to the 
znviſible Body of Chriſt, but taking the 
ſpecies of bread as united to that Body of 
Chriſt, and lo directing their worſhip to 
theſe two together as the proper objects 
of divine atoration. And to make this 
evident to you, their adoration 15 per- 
formed at the Elevation of the Hoff ; 
and at the carry/ne it about in proceſſions, 
and at the expoſing it on their Altays ; and 
not meerly in the participation of 1t. 
Whence it is obſervable, that the Chrrch 
of Rome doth not ſtrictly require kzee/- 
zng at the participation, which it would 
do, if it looked on the kneeling at recel- 
ving as a proper A of Adoration. The 
Rubpicks of the Maſs, do not, that I can 
find, fequire the Prieſt to kneel in the Act 
of receiving ; and the Pope when he ce- 
lebrates, receives ſitting. Eſpencens ſaith, 
in the Charch of Lows, many of the 
| People 
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People did not receive kneeling ; and 
upon complaint made about it, they 
were by the advice of two Cardinals left 
to their old cuſtome. And I wonder 
your Brethren have not taken notice of 
the difterence of kzeelig at the elevation 
of the Hoff, and inthe 4 of receiving 
it; the one was required by the Conſtitu- 
tion of Honorins, and was intended for 
an act of adoration to the Hoſt : the 
other was derived from the apcient 
Church, which although it did nor al- 
wayes uſe the ſame poſture of adoration 
that we do; yet it is ſufficient for our 
purpole, if they received the Sacrament 
in the ſame poſture in which they worſhip- 
pedGod, And this I could eaſily prove, 
if this werea place or ſeaſon for it. 

F. C. Well Sir, I do not love diſputing ; 
I pray go on with your former Adver- 
{ary. 

R. P. Sir, I thank you for the diver: 
ſion you have given us, if you pleaſe I 
will now return to the place of on we 


left ; I was about to tell you the An- 
{wer T. G. gives to Dr. $:.'s third 4r- 
gument from the Rabrick at the end of 
the Communion. The words are, It is 
here declared that by kneeling no adoratian is 
zutended or onght to be done, either unto 
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the Sacramental bread or wine, there bod;ly 
received, or unto any corporal preſence of 
Chrifts natural Fleſh and Blood. For the 
Sacramental bread and wine remain ſtill in 
their very natural ſubſtances, and therefore 
may not be adorea, for that were Idolatry 
to be abhorred of all faithful Chriſtians ; 
and the natural Body and Blood of Chrift 
are in Heaven ; and not here, it being 
againſt the truth of Chriſts Natural Body 
to be at one time in more places than one. 
About. which Dr. $8. charges 7. G. 
firſt with Iznorance in ſaying, zt was not 
yet above a douzen years ſince it was in- 
ſetged into the Communion Book ; whereas 
he might have found it above a hundred 
years before in the Lituraie of Edw. 6. 
To which T. G. anſwers, That the wari- 
ors fate of this Rubrick, firſt in not being 
annexed till the ſecond Litargie of Edw. 6. 
and being caſt out again in the year 1562. 
and then admitted azain almoſt a hundred 
years after, us no eviction to him, that the 
charge of Idolatry is the doamatical doitrine 
of the Church of England. 

P. D. If this were all the declaration 
our Church had made of her ſenſe, and 
the intention of this Rubrick were only 
to declare this point of Jdolatry, there 
vere fome probability in what T.G. ſug- 
geſts, 
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eſts. But I have {hewed already, how 
folly our Church hath declared her ſenſe 
about Romiſh Idolatry by other wayes ; 
and the deſign of this Rubrick was not 
to expreſs her ſenſe of 1dolatry, fo much 
as to give fatisfattion to thoſe who ſcru- 
pled the /awfulneſs of kneeling. For which 
cauſe it was firſt put in, and afterwards 
not thought neceſſary to be continued, 
when perſons were better ſatisfied about 
the intention of our Church. But when 
after long diſuſe and violent prejudices 
the diſſenters were grown unacquainted 
with the deſign and intention of our 
Church, there was the ſame reaſon for 
inſerting it again, which held at firſt for 
putting it in. And what now hath 
T. G. gained by this obſervation ? If it 
had been, as he imagined, what he had 
gotten in one point, he had loſt in ano- 
ther : for then it would appear, that 
there was zo ſuch heat iz the beginning of 
Q. Elizabeths dayes, if they were wil- 
ling to leave out ſuch a declaration of the 
1dolatry of the Church of Rome, at that 
time when £. Elizabeths Title was the 
20ſt. diſputed at Rome 3; 1o that from 
hence appears the vanity of 7. G.'s for- 
mer obſervation, and how far they were 
trom taking things into our L#t:727e out 
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of ſpite to the Pope ; nay, ſo far were 
they from this, that in the firſt year of 
Q. Elizabeth, that petition in the Letany 
was left out, which had been inſerted 
by Henry 8. and continued in both Licr- 


gies of Edw. 6. From the Tyranny of the Bi- OW Are 
ſhop of Rome, and all his deteſt able enormi- OUR 


ties, Good Lord And this he might 
have found in the ſame Hiſtorian. And - 
was not the title of Head of the Church 
taken by her Father and Byorher 1o quali- 
fied and explained then, as might pre- 
vent any occaſion of quarreling at it b 
the moſt captious perſons ? Do thele 
paſſages look like —_ things on 
purpole to provoke and exaſperate, 
and out of pure ſpite to the Pope, 
or like putting in things on purpoſe to 
heighten the differences, wh T7. G. 
himſelf confeſſes, they left our this Ru- 
brick, and it is evident they did leave out 
lome of the moſt provoking expreſſi- 
ONS ? 

R. P. Ilee you cannot bear the charge 
of intemperate heat on the beginning of the 
Reformation. 

P.D. Icannot bear ſuch an unreaſo- 
nable and unjuſt imputation as this is; 
and I have a particular eſteem for the 
Wiſdom, Learning and Piety which was 

| | ſhewed 
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ſhewed in the Eccleſiaftical part of our 
Reformation. But how doth of G. tike 
off 'the- charge of Idolatry 1n this, Ru- 
brick ? E | SN 
R. P. He faith, he takes the meaning 
of it not tobe, the denying adoration to be- 
due in regard of Chriſts Body being preſent 
ſpiritually, but truly in the Sacrament ; but 
only that no adoration ought to be done to 
any, corporm preſence of Chriſts natural 
fleſh and blood, 2s the word Corporalts taken 
ts ſignifie the natural manner of a bodies 
being preſent. For which he gives theſe 
reaſons, (1.) Becaiſe thoſe words in the 
ſecond Liturgie of Edw.6. No adoration 
ought to be doneto any real or eſſential be- 
ing of Chriſts natural fleſh and blood, are 
ow changed [ into any corporal preſence of 
Chriſt natural fleſh and blood.] ( 2.) Be- 
cauſe the Proteſtant Divines do yield the 
real preſence of Chriſts Body, for which he 
qubtes Biſhop Taylor and Biſhop Colins ; 
and he deſires Dr. Sr. ſo to explain theſe 
words, as not to undermine the conſtant do- 
arine of the Church of England concern- 
ing the real preſence, and leave us nothing 
but pure Xuinglianiſm in the place of it. 

P. D. Tam ſo much his Friend, that at 
this time I will undertake this task for 
him.” Firſt, We muſt confider the now 
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of the Rubrick. (2.) How this ſenſe of 
it can be reconciled with the real pre- 
ſence as owned by the Church of Exgland. 
{ 1. ) For the meaning of the Rubrick. 
Weare to conſider that the Rabrick de- 
nies adoration to be intended, either unto 
the Sacramental bread and wine, or unto 
any corporal preſence of Chriſts natural fleſh 
and blood. And after, it gives two di- 
ſtinQ reaſons for denying adoratioz to e:- 
ther of theſe. 1. To the Sacramental bread 
and wine, for this reaſon, becauſe they re- 
main ſtill in their very natural ſubſtances, 
and therefore may not be agored, for that 
were Idolatry to be abhorred of all faithful 
Chriſtians. 2. To the corporal preſeuce of 
Chriſts natural fleſh aud blood ; becauſe the 
natural body and blood of our Sxviour Chriſt 
are in heaven, and not here, it being againſt 
the truth of Chriſts natural Body, to be at 
one time in more places than one. You lee, 
here are two plainly diftint reafons 
given for denying adoration to the elc- 
ments, and to the Natural Body of C m_ 
The former is faid to be Idolatry ; the 
latter tobe ab/urdand anreaſonable, it be- 
ing repugnant to the truth of C hriſts body to 
he in more places than one at one time. SO 
that the ſenſe of the Rybrick lyes in theſe 
two propoſitions, 

T7. That 
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4. Thatit 1s 1dolatry to give aoration 
to the elereats remaining in their natural 
ſubſtances. 

2. That itis abſurd to believe Chriſt's 
natural body to be preſeat, becauſe then it 
iſt be ia more places than one, which is re- 
pugnant to the truth of a body. Theſe 
things to my apprehenſion are the plain 
and natural ſenſe of this Rubr:ct. 

' R. P. But we do not give adoration to 
the Sacramextal elemezts, but to the Body 
of\Chr:ſt, 

P.D. I do believe I can prove that 
Vou glye adoration tothe Sacramental E- 
{ements, as they make up oze entire object 
of adoration with the body of Chriſt ; but 
that is not my preſent buſineſs; which is 
to \ſhew the {znſe of our Church, which 
lyes 1n theſe particulars. 1. That the 
Secramental Elements do remain in their 
ratural ſubſtances after conſecration. 
2, That, to adore them ſo remaining tis 
Taolatry, and to be abhorred of all faithful 
Chriſtians. No one queſtions the former 
to be the ſenile of our Chxrch ; the only 
queſtion lyes in the later, whether that 
be /dolatry or no? Iris no queſtion, that 
to givedivine adoration to azy creature 1s 
1dolatry ; and it is fo acknowledged on 
all ſides ; the only queſtion then can be, 
whether 
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whether the ſub/tarte of bread and wine 
Ze a creature or not ? and this is no que- 
ſtion with any mani1n his wits : theretore 
togive adoration to the ſubſtance of bread 
and wine is Idolatry. No demonſtration in 
Euclid is plainer than this. 

R, P. But I tell you, we do zot worſhip 
the creature, but the body of Chriſt. 

P. D. I tell you again, zf there be 4 
creature you do worſhip it, for you give 
adoration to what is before you, be it 
what it will ; if it be a creature you 
adore it. 

R. P. But we lay, it is not a creature we 
worſhip. 
 P. D. Do not you give adoration to 
that which is conſecrated, whether it re- ' 
mains a creatnre or not after conſecration ? 
At the elevation of the Hoſt, at the Carr y- 
ins it about at the expoſing of it on the Altar, 
you worſhip that which was conſecrated 
do you not ? 

R. P. We worſhip that mhich was 
bread before conſecration, but after, is no 
longer ſo but the body of Chriſt. 

P. D. But if it ſhould remain bread 
after conſecration, what do ye adore then ? 
is it not the /ub/tance of the bread ? 


R. P. Yes, but we believe it i zot 
the bread. 
| E P.D, 
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P. D. That is not the queſtion, what 
zou believe ; for they that believed God to 
be the ſoul of the world, worſhipped the 
parts of it upon a ſuppoſition, which if 
it had been true would have juſtified 
\ their worſhip, every jot as well as yours 
can do you, and yer they were groſs Idola- 
ters for all that. Nay, I will ſay more 
to you, there never were [ao/aters in the 
world, that did not proceed upon a falſe 
ſuppoſition, and it may be not ſo unrea- 
ſonable as yours. This cannot therefore 
excuſe you, if your ſuppoſition proves 
falſe; as nodoubt it 1s; that the /ub/Farce 
of the bread doth not remain after conſecr a- 
710x. | But I now ask you what your ado- 
7atioa'\1s, 1n the opinion of thoſe perſons 
who do. firmly believe the Sacramental 
Elements to remain in their natural (ub- 
ſtances, Is it not the givine divine 
worſhip to a creature ? And 1s not the 
giving divine worſhip to a creature 1dola- 
try ? ſo that according to the ſe/e of 
our Church the Worſhip of the Hoſt mult 
be Idolatry. | 
R. P. But what have you got by all 
this? for we confeſs our ſelves, that rf the 
ſubſtance of bread and wine do remain after 
conſecration we are as great Idolaters as they 


that worſhip a red cloath. * 
P. D. 


(51) 

P. D. Upon my word, you had need 
then tobe well aſſured, :hat rhe ſubſtance 
of Bread and Wine do not remain ; and yet 
T muſt tell you, we can be certain of no- 
thing m the world, if we are not certain 
that the ſubſtance of bread and wine do re- 
min after confecrations For it we are 
certain of nothing by our ſenſes, but of 
the outward accidents ( which is all your 
beſt mendo ſay in'this caſe) we cannot 
be certain of any wiſible /ubſtance m the 
world, for no bodily ſubſtance can be di- 
ſcerned, but by our /exfes ; and fo all 
foundation of cer7ainty by ſenſe 1s deſtroy- 
ed. Nay, farther, it takes away ll cer- 
tainty by reaſon, for it confounds the clear- 
eſt maxims of it, by overthrowing all 
Mathematical proportions of great and 
ſmall, whole and parts ; by deſtroying all 
notions of diſtance and place ; by jumbling 
the 7otions of body and Spirit, And laſt- 
ly, it takes away all*cerrainty by Reve- 
{ation, Which can never come to us, but 


upon the ſuppoſition of the certarnty of + 


Senſe and Reaſon, *©* © * 

R. P, O Sir, I ſee what you would 
be at ; you would fain draw me into a 
diſpute about tranſubſtantiation, upon 
principles of Reaſon ; 1 beg your pardon 
Sir. This is a matter of fa/rh, and: muſt 

E 2 


(52) 
be ſtoutly believed, or elſe we are gone. 
No more of this Sir, to your buſineſs of 
Idolatry T pray. 

P. D. Twas only 21iving you ſome cau- 
tion by the by, how much you are con- 
cerned to look about you ; bur ſince 
you are reſolved to ſhut your eyes, I 
return to the ſenſe of our Church about 
the 1dolatry of the Maſs ; and it follows 
neceſſarily fron our former diſcourſe, 
that ſince our Church believes the fub- 


\. tance of the Elements do remain, and 


that your worſhip doth really fix upon 
that /ub5tarce, whatever your intentions 
be, its really Idolatry. 

'  R.P. However this only proves it to 
be material Idolatry, and not formal. 

P. D. T have often heard of this di- 
ſtinction, but I could never be ſatisfied 
with it : For what is material and formal 
Tdolatry ? 

R. P. Material Idolatry T take to be 
miſtaken worſhip ; i. e. T do give divine 
worſhip to a falſe object, but I do not 
intend to give it to a falſe objet of Wor- 
ſhip, but to a true one. 

P. D. Then Formal Idolatry muſt be 
giving divine worſhip to a falſe objeit of 
Worſhip, knowing it to be a falſe object. 
And where are there any ſuch 1do/a- 
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ferstobe found in the world ? Did not 
the Heathens believe that to be God 
which they worſhipped ? And is not God 
a true object of worſhip ? only they miſtooic 
that to be God which was not ; and 1ſo 
were only material Idolaters ; Even thoſe 
that worſhipped their I»ages for Gods, 
were only miſtaken 5 for they had a 
g00d intention only to worſhip God, but 
they unhappily took their Images for 
Gods, AndI muſt needs ſay, they who 
took the Sun, Moonand Stars for Gods, 
and worſhipped them as ſuch, were very 
excuſable in compariſon of thoſe who 
take a piece of bread for God, or that 
which appears like 7t. 

R. P. You arevery ſevere methinks ; 
but do you think there 15 no difterence 
among laolaters ? 

P, D. Yes, I tell you there 1s, but nor 
much to your comfort. The groſler 
mens erour 1s, the more means to con- 
vince men of it, the more wiltul their 
blindneſs and continuance in 1t, the 
more culpable they are in their Idola- 
try, and conſequently the leſs excuſa- 
ble. 

R. P. But may not a man innocently 
miſtake ? as if in the dark, a Chi/d ſhould 
ask bleſſing of one that is not his Father, 
E 2} would 
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would his Father have reaſon to be angry 
with him ? 

P. D. Not for once, or if it were 
in the dark ; but if he ſhould ſee 
him every day go very formally to a 
10y'd Stool 1n the Hall, or ta a Brown 
Loaf in the Buttery, and there very ſo- 
lemnly down upon his knees to them, 
and beg their bleſſing ; tell me what you 
think rhe Father would ſay, to ſuch a 
miſtake ? Would he excuſe him, ſaying, 
Alas poor Child, he intended all this to 
me, only he miſtook the Brows Leaf or a 
Joyd ſtool for me! 

R. P. Forbear ſuch compariſons; for 
we have divine Revelation, 7 his is my Bo- 
dy.;\and we believe his word againſt all 
youccan ſay inthis matter. 

' P, D. But what will you ſay, it by 
the confeſſion of many of the beſt and 
molt learned of your own Divines, Tor 
hive not Divine Revelation for it ; and 
that thoſe words cannot prove that the 
ſubſtance of Bread doth not remain after 
conſecration, which is the thing we now 
enquire after: and if it were not to £0 
oX from our preſent buſineſs, I would 
11ndertake to prove this evidently to you. 

R. P. However we have the Author:- 
#3 04 our Ch:rch tor it. 
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P. D. You had as good ſay, you are 
| reſolved to believe it.; for the Authority 
of your Church can never perlwade any 
man that 15 not. 

R. P. When you are gotten to this 
point of :7ranſ/ubſtantiation, it is hard to 
get you off, It is the ſore place of our 
Church, and you are like Flyes in Summer, 
alwayes buſie about it. I pray return 
to your Rubrick, for you leem to have 
forgotten it. | 

P. D. No, I have been purſuing it h1- 
therto.. - 

R. P. But what ſay you to 7, G.'s 
reaſons, why this muſt be underſtood of a 
corporeal preſence of Chriſts natural Body, 
becauſe yort elſe overthrow the doctrine of A 
real preſence whith hath been accounted the 
doitrine of the Church of England. 

P. D. To this I anſwer, (1.) The 
Rabrick ſath expreſly, that it is aga:nft 
the truth of Chriſts natural Body to be at 
one time in more places thay one. It doth 
not ſay againſ{ the corporea! preſence of 
his natural Body, but the truth of it ; trom. 
whence it follows, that our Charch be- 
lieves the zrue natural body of Chriſt, 
which was born of the Virgin, ſuftered 
on the Crofs, and aſcended into Heaven, 
can be but in one place ; which isdeclarcd 
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in the foregoing words, Azd the natural 
Body and Blood of our Saviour Chrift are 
in Heaven and pot here : i.e, in Heaven 
excluſively from being in the Sacramert. 
Which are not true, 1f the ſame zatural 
Boay pf Chriſt could be at the ſame time 
in Heavenand in the Hoff, 

R. P. How then can your Divines 
hold 2 real preſence of Chriſts Body, as 
T. G. faith they do ? 

P. D. You had heard if you had ſtaid 
till T came to my ſecond A»ſwer, which 
is, that notwithſtanding this, our Church 
doth hold, that after Conſecration, the 
Elements do become the Body and Blood 
of /Chriſt, and ſo there is a real preſence 
of Chriſts Body ; but not of his zatural, 
but of a »2y#tcal Body, I will endeavour 
to make this out to you, becauſe you 
look ſtrangely upon me, as if I were big 
or ſome mighty paradox. When Pa- 
ſchaſins Radbrrtis did firſt broach the mo- 
dern doctrine of the Roman Church about 
the /amze body of Chrii# being in the Sacra- 
ment, which was born of the B. Virgin, 1n 
the- Western Church, he mct with great 
oppoſition therein from the moſt learned 
Divines of that Age ; among the reſt, 
there-hved then in the Court of Carols 


- Calvous a man very eminent for his Learz- 
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#ng, called Joh. Scotus, or Erigena, This 
man at the requeſt of Carolus Caluus de- 
livered his opinion direaly contrary to 
Paſchaſins ; for whereas he aſſerted, that 
the very ſame Body of Chriſt which was 
born of the B. Virgin, was inviſibly preſent 
under the accidents of Bread and Wine, 
Scots denyed, that the Elements were in 
any real ſenſe after conſecration the Body 
and Blood of Chriſt, the Sacrament being 


only a bare commemoration, or figurative 


repreſentation. of the ' Body and Blood of 


Chriſt. So Hincmarns who lived in that 
Age delivers his opinion ; which was 
afterwards taken up by Berenzarizs, as 
appears by Lazfrants anſwer to him, 
And Aſcelizus in his Epiſtle to Berenzari- 
15 ſhews that Joh. Scores out of oppoſiti- 
on to Paſchaſius, ſet himſelt to prove 
from the Fathers, that what was confecra- 
ted on the Altar was wot truly ajzd really 
the Body and Blood of Chriff. Theſe two 
oppolite doctrines being thus diſperſed, 
and a Schiſm being likely to break out 
upon it, as appears both by Ratramnu, 
and the 4nonymores Juthour, publiſhed by 
Cellotizes, (and extant in MY in the Cor- 
ton Library ) Carolus Calvus ſends to Ra- 
tramnus (an eminent Divize of that 
ze, being imployed by the Gallicar 
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Church to defend the Latins againſt the 
Greeks) to know his judgement in this 
matter. He, (who is better known by the 
name of Bertram) gives, in his Preface, 
an \ Account to his Prince of both theſe 
opifions, and rejects them both,as againſt 
the ſenſe of the Fathers and Dottrime of 
the Church. In the fir/# part of his Book, 
he diſputes againſt Srotws who would 
allow no _—_ , and in the ſecond 
againſt Paſchaſins who contended that 
the ſame Body of Chriſt was in the Sacra- 
ment, which was born of the B. Virgin : this, 
he ſanh, was the ſtate of the ſecond Qxe- 
ftion, whether that wery Body of Chriſt 
which fits at the right hand of God, be re- 
eetved by believers in the Sacramental My- 
fterte? And he proves the Negative at 
large from the Teſtimonies of the Fathers ; 
ſhewing, that they did put a difference be- 
tiveen that Body of Chriſt which was born 
of the Virgin, and ſuffered on the Croſs, 
and that true but myſtical body of Chriſt on 
the Altar ; and ſo, from the Teſtimonies of 
S. Ambroſe, S. Auguſtine, S. Hierom, 
Fulgentius ; from the Scriptures ; and from 
the Offices of the Church, he concludes 
point-blank againſt Paſchaſins, that it was 
rot the {ame Body of Chriſt in the Sacrament 
whzch was born of the B, Virgin, But then 
agein't 
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againſt the opinion of Scorxs, he delivers 
his mind fully in an{wer to the firſt Que- 
ſtion, laying, If there were nothing in the 
Sacrament but what appeared to the ſenſes, 
it was unfitly called a Myſterie ; and there 
would be no exerciſe for faith ; no change 
at all wrought in the Elements ; the Sacra- 
ment would fall ſhort of Baptiſm and the 
Manna in the Wilderneſs : and laftly, to 
what purpoſe did Chriſt promiſe his Fleſh to 
be the Food of his People, which being not 
to be underſtood carnally and literally muſt 
have a ſpiritual ſignification ; ſo that, though 
as to their outward appearance the Sacra- 
mental Elements are Figures, yet according 
to the inviſible Power and Efficacy they are 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt. And this he 
ſhews,to have been the {x/e of the Fathers 
and Chriſtiau Church. This opinion of Ra- 
tramnus, Paſchaſn 1n his Epiſtle to Fra- 
degardns, calls the dodtrize of thoſe who 
deny the preſence of Chrifts Fleſh in the S4- 
crament ; but do hold an inviſible power 
and efficacy in and with the Elements ; be- 
cauſe, lay they, there is no body but what is 
viſible and palpable. And whoever will 
read that Ep/tle of Paſchaſins will find 
the expreſſions, he anſwers, the very 
lame that yet occur in the Book of Ber- 
tram. of the ſame opinion with Ra- 
Frammnius 


(69) 


\ zrammnrs in this matter, was Rabanus 
Maris, the greatelt Divine accounted 
of his Age, who wrote his Epiſtle to Ego 
againſt them, who had lately broached that 
dottrine ( mark that) that the Body of 
Chriſt in the Sacrament, was the wery ſame 
which was born of the B. Virgin, and ſuf- 
fered on the Croſs and roſe from the dead. 
And this appears from his Epi/tle to He- 
ribaldis Rill extant ; wherein he faith, he 
aeclared in what ſenſe the Sacrament was the 
Body of Chriſt. Beſides, the Amonymins Arn- 
hour publiſhed by Celloriue, (the only per- 
{on about that time who appeared in be- 
halt otthe doctrine of Paſchaſins, and very 
incon{iderable incompariſon of his Adver- 
ſaries)) conteileth the oppoſition made to 
Paſchaſius by Rabanus and Ratramnus,and 
endeavours to excule hzs ſimplicity in aſſert- 


ing that the ſame fleſh of Chriſt was upon the 


Altar, which was born of the Virgin, by a 
new /and extravagant {uppoſition of the 
Sacrament being the medium of uniting two 
real \bodies of Chriſt ; viz. of his fleſh and 
of his Church, and therefore that muſt 
be areal body of Chriſt too; which is 1o 
remote from juſtifying Paſchaſizes his da- 
ctrine, that Cellorizs himſelf is aſhamed of 
him. This fame doGQtrine of Rabarres 
and Ratramms 15 expreſly owned by the 
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Saxon Homilies " which deny the Sacr a- 
ment to be a meer commemoration accord- 
ing to the opinionof Joh. Erigena, but ſay 
that after conſecration the bread becomes 
the Body of Chriſt after a ſpiritual and my- 
tical manner ; and in the Saxox Code of 
Canons it 1s exprelly determined, xot ro 
be that Body of Chriſt which ſuffered on the 
Croſs. And this Iaſſert to be the very 
{ame dodrine which the Church of Eng- 
{and embraced upon the Reformation ; 
as moſt conſonant to Scripture and the 
Fathers ; which although it doth declare 
apainſt the natural Body of Chriſt, being 
in more places than one, even that Body 
of Chriſt which is in heaven, yet in the 
Articles it declares, hat the, body of 
Chriſt is given, taken and eaten, fo that to 
the faithful receivers the Bread. conſecra- 
ted and broken becomes the Communion of 
the Body of Chrift, and the cup of bleſſing © 
the communion of the Blood of Chriſt. And 

ſoin the Catech:/2, it is faid, that the Body 
and Blood of Chrift are verily and indeed 
taken of the faithful in the Lords Supper ; 
z,e. that after conſecrationſuch a d:wize 
power and efficacy doth accompany the 
Holy Sacrament as makes the elements to 
become the Spiritual and myſtical Body of 
Chriſt ; as the Church is really but myſti- 


cally 


Y (62) 
cally the Body of Chriſt, becauſe of his 
Spirit dwelling in them. So the Apology 
of our Church laith, that in the Lords Sup- 
per there is truly exhibited the Body and 
Blood of Chriſt, becauſe that is the proper 
food of our ſouls, as Bread and Wine tends 
f9-the nouriſhment of our Bodiess And if 
the time would permit, I could: not only 
more largely prove this to be the ſezſe of 
our Church, but that it is the zrue and gc- 
nuine ſenſe of the Fathers both of the 
Greek and Latine Church, And' thus T 
hope, ' I have done. that which T7. G. 
thought ſo impoſſible a thing, viz. 70 ex- 
plain this Rubrick, ſo as not to undermine 
the doftrine of the real preſence aſſerted by 
the Church of England, nor to leave n0- 
thing. but pure Zuyinglianiſm in the place 
of it. | | 

R. P. I wasafraid of a Paradox, and 
itappears, not without Reaſon, for I nc- 
ver met with any one yet who explained 
the doQrine of Bertram and the Church 


of Enzland after. this manner ; and all 


that attempted it talked ſo in the clouds, 
that tranſubſtantiation it ſelf did not ſeem 
more hard to underſtand : but Iremem- 


ber Pet. de Marca. hath proved, that the: 


Book of Bertram was the fame which 
was written by Joh. Scots, and therefore 
yaur 


_ 
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your hypotheſis is utterly overthrown. 
P. D, Ihaveread and conſidered that 


_ faint attempt of that Great Man, which 


ſeemed to be deſigned for no other end. 
but to make us believe that Bertrams 
Book was burned for hereticalat the Synod 
of, Vercelles ; but if any one will impar- 
tially conſider the Book of Bertram and 
compare it with the account "x" of the 
opinion Of Joh. Scotus by the. Writers 
againſt Berengarins, they will find De 
Marca's opinion without the leaſt colour 
of probabiliry. 

R, P. But Card. Perron, Maugnin, Cel- 
lotins and Arnaud all ſay, that Bertram in 
the Firſt part diſputes againſt the Ster- 
coraniſts, who were a ſort of Hereticks, 
who held that the Body of Chriſt in the Eu- 
chariſt was paſſible, corruptible and aigeſti- 
ble, and in all things juſt as the bread ap- 
peared to our ſenſes ; and aflerted, that all 
the accidents of the Bread were founded hy- 
poſtatically in the Body of Chriſt, and not 
to have any proper ſubfiftence of their own. 

. D. Theſe were a notable ſort of 
Hereticks, if they could be found ; but 
It appears by the enemies of Berexgarims 
that this opprobrious name was fixed b 
them on all thoſe who aſſerted the ſub- 
ſtance of the Bread to remain after conſe- 

= cration ; 
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eration ; andit would be very ſtranse if 


Bertram ſhould confute that which him- 
ſelf\afſerts; for he ſaith, the Sacramental 
Elements do paſs into the nouriſhnitnt of 
our Bodies, But if any were lyable to 
this accuſation, it muſt be Pa/chaſigs ; 
it Per. de Marca's obſervation of him be 
true, that he held both ſubſtance and quan- 
tity of the Bread and Wine to be turned in- 
fo the Body of Chriſt ; from whence it 
follows, that muſt be the ſubject of all 
thofe accidents which were in the Bread 
before ; which 1s the very ſink of Szer- 
coraniſm. Nay, I am very much decei- 
ved, uf Pope Nicholas 2. in the recantati- 
02 preſcribed to Berengarins did not fall 
into the filth of it far more thari Rabarnus 
or Heribaldus ; for he aſſerts therein, that 
zbe Body of Chriſt is truly and ſenſibly hand- 
led and broken by the hands of Prieſts and 
gronnd by the teeth of Believers. But what 
place could be. fitter for this Hereſre, than 
the Sedes Stercoraria ? And Guitmundus 
ſtriving to help Pope Nicholas and his 
Conncil out, falls into the ſame Hereſte 
himſelf : for he ſhews that Chriſts Bo- 
dy may be handled and chewed in the 
Sxcrament ; if ſo, it muſt be the /a6-> 
1} of the Accidents of the Bread and 


Iize. Which according to Perron | 


and 
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and his follovers is plain Stercor..- 
aſm. 

R. Þ. But donot you fall into ano- 
ther Hereſiz, viz. of Immpanation ? 

P. D. A man had need look to his 
words, when Hereſies are io common, 
and buz ſo about a mans ears. And 
{ome think they confute a man with a 
vengeance, if they can find out ſome 
Hereſie with a hard name to faſten up- 
on him. Burtit you did know wherein 
the hereſic of Impanation lay, you woul1 
never charge this doctrine of our Ch.:rch 
with it. For Ifind two diſtinct wayes 
of Iparation, and this doctrine 1s Iyable 
to neither of them. 1. By union of 
the Bread to the Body of Chri/f, and by 
that to the Divinity, which was the way 
of Joh. Pariſienſis. 2. By an immediate 
conjunttion of the Divine Nature to the 
Bread ; not meerly by divine efficacy and 


power, but by an Hypoſtatical Union : 


which is the opinion not without ground, 
attributed to Rupertus Tuitienſis 5 and 15 
lyable to this great abſurdity, that all that 
befals the By2a4 may beatrributed to the 
perſon of Chriſt, which Bellarmine laith, 
it is blaſphemy to imagine, And then it 
might be ſaid, that the bread is God, that | 
the Word is made Bread, and: that God : 

toth © 


| (66) 
both bread and wine, But all which the 
dofrine of our Church implyes is only 
a real preſence of Chriſt's :nviſible power and 
Grace ſo in and with the Elements, as by the 
faithful receiving of them to convey ſpiritual 
and real effects to the fouls of men : AS 
the Bodies allumed by Ages might be 
called their Bodtes, while they = racer 
them ; or rather as the Charch 15 the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt, becauſe of his ſpirit quick- 
_ ning andenlivening the So:ls of Believers : 
{o' the bread and wine after conſecration 
are the real but the ſpiritual and Myſtical 
body of Chriſt. If any one yet thinks, 
that ſome at leaſt of our Drvizes have 

one farther than this, let them know, it 
15 the Dot&r;ze of our Church Tam to de- 
fend, and not of = particular Divize 
in it; andit anydo ſeemto ſpeak of the 
preſence of the very ſame Body which is in 
Heaven, I defire them in the {ſt place 
to reconcile that dot7rine with this dozma- 
tical aſſertion at the end of this Rubrick ; 
that :t is againſt the Truth of Chriſts natu- 
ral Body, ( not againſt the corporal =” 

a 


ſence of it ) to be at one time in more places 


than one. Letmen imagine what {xd of 
preſence they pleaſe of the ſame body, I 
only deſire to know, whether to be in Hea- 
wen, and to be in the Sacrament, be to be 

in 
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in the [a or diſtinit places ? If the places 
be diſtinet, asno doubt Heawer and Earth 
are, then our Church declares that it ts 
contrary to the Truth of Chriſfts Natural 
Boay to be in more places than one at one 
£1796. | 

R. P. Butcannot God annihilate that 
Cylinder of air between the Body of Chr:/# 
in Heaven, and the Sacrament on the Al- 
tar, and ſo make them both to be in oxe 
place ? 

P. D. This is a very idle and extrava- 
gant queſtion ; becaule, if it be granted, 
it only proves that there 1s nothing be- 
tween Chriſts Body in Heaven, and the Hoſf, 
but it doth not prove the Hoſt to be that 
Body of Chriſt ; and withal, ſince ſo ma- 
ny thouſand Hoſts are coniecrated in a 
Day, you muſt ſuppole ſo much air an- 
nihilated as lies between Chrifts Body and 
all thole Hoffs ; but can any man ima- 
gine God ſhould annihilate fo much air 
every time a Prieſ# Conſecrates? and I 
remember a good ſaying of Cajetaz, Nox 
_ eſt diſputandum de divina potentia ubi de 
Sacramentts trattatur ; we mult not di- 
ipute of Gods abſolute power about the 
matter of Sacraments ; becaule theſe are 
lo often celebrated, that we are to ſup- 
pole no more than an ——_—_ power to 
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be imployed about them. And ſuppoſe 
we ſhould granta thing poſſible by Gods 
abſolute power, he ſaith, zt 1s folly to aſſert all 
that to be in the Sxcrament which God can do. 
However, this doth not reach this Ra- 
brick, which ſuppoſes diftinit places, and 
faith, it 7s contrary to the truth of Chriſts 
natural Body to be in more places than one 
at one time. 

R. P. But may not all this be under- 
ſtood, as 7. G. ſuggeſts, of the natural 
manner of a bodies beins preſent in more 
places than one ; VIZ. that it is repugnant 
to the Truth of Chriſts natural Body to be 
niturally preſent or in a corporeal manner 
12 more places than one ; but it may be na- 
turally preſent but in one place ; 1. &. by way 
of extenſion or quantity ; but it may be 
preſent in more places after another man- 
ar 2 

P. D. I think you have ſtrained for 
this, and it 15 your laft - had : to which T 
anſwer. (1.) It yields noadvantage to 
{.G. for ſuppoſing that ſome of our 
Divines did old it poſſible, that the ſame 
body might be preſent in ſeveral places af- 
ter \a different manner, yet how doth it 
hence follow, that the Rbrick doth not 
charge them who worſhip the /ub/tarce 
9/\rread and Wine with Idolatry? (2.) Sup- 
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poſing the Church did fix this charge up- 
on thoſe who worſhip the Body of Chri/t 
as preſent, I deſire: to know whether 
another kind of preſence would excuſe from 
1dolatry ? i.e, ſuppoſing that to worſhip 
Chriſts Body as corporeally preſent be Idola- 
try, it would not be 1dolatry to worſhip 
.the very ſame Boay as preſent after ao- 
ther manner ? Which 1sall one, as to ask, 
whether if it be Idolarry to worſhip a 
man with his c/oaths oz, it be likewiſe 
1dolatry to worſhip him with his cloaths 
off ? If it be, the very ſame body, let the 
manner of its heizg preſent be the ſame 
or difterent, it doth not alter the nature 
or reaſon of worſhip. Only of the two, 
it ſeems more [x oP Rnary to worſhip 
an 72w1ſible Body than a wiſible one ; for in 
a viſible body, he that worſhips is ſure of 
ſomething that he ſees, but when he fan- 
cles an 72vi{ible Body preſent, he fancies 
ſomething which if i# were, mult be ſcex, 
and yet though he cannot ſee it, he re- 
lolves to worſhip it. (3.) It is altoge- 
ther as unreaſonable to believe that a 
Body may be preſent in ſeveral places after a 
different manner, as after the ſame manner. 
For whereever a Body 1s really preſent, let 
it be with exterſioz or without, it 15 10 in 
chat place as not to be in another ; 1. e. the 
F 3 Body 
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Bozy of Chriſt being in the Hoſt on the 
Altar, 1510 there, as not to be on the floor, 
or any other place about it ; for other- 
wile, it could not be ſaid to be ozly under 
the accidents : Ithenask, on what account 
the ſame body cannot be preſent in to 
places at once after the ſame manner, and 
yet may be after a different manner ? A- 
quinas laith, it doth imply a contradittion 
for the ſame Body to be m ſeveral plates at 
once after|the ſame manner, 1:6. by way of ex- 
teafion or [quantity ; becaule, it is neceſſary 
for the ſame thing to be undivided from it 
ſelf, but | that which is in ſeveral places muſt 
be divided from it ſelf. But as Conink 
well obſerves, this arenment proves it as 
impoſſible for the ſame body to be in ſeveral 
places after a d:fferent manner, for it is never 
the leſs divided from it ſelf by being in oze 
place after another manner than in the other : 
\yea it will be more divided, becauſe it will be 
after two ſeveral wayes repugnant to each 
oth:r.) And it is much more eafie to con- 
cerve that a Body ſhould be in two ſeveral 
places after a natural manner, than to be 
ſo in one place ; and in another, after ſuch a 
ſpiritual manner as is very hard to be un- 
derſtood, It is much more repugnant, faith 
Meratins, for the ſame Body to be extended 
and not extended, than to have a double ex- 
i tenſion. 
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tenſion. If” it be repugnant to the finite 

nature of a body, to be in more places than 

one, becauſe then 1t might be preſent in all 

p1zces ; this, faith Lugo, wiff hold againſt a Lugo de 

- Sacrram. 
Sacramental Preſence ; for that comes nearer q;p,.. 6, 
to a Divine immenſity for a Body to be in 

more places without quantity, than with it. 
Suarez andGamacheus lay,this comes nearer _ bh. 0 
Fo ubiquity, becauſe a Sacramental preſence 2 9s ts 
ſuppoſes the Body to be whole in every part, 9% ; 
which a natural doth not. And they grant, ;, _—_ 
that all the contradiftions which follow upon &« 4+ 
being preſent in ſeveral places after a na- 

tural manner, will hold if the one be natu- 

ral and the other not : i. e. that the ſame 

Body may be above it ſelf and below it. - 
Jelf, within it ſelf and withour it ſelf ; 

and may move with two contrary mo- 

tions upwards and downwards, forwards 

and backwards ; it may be hot in one 

place and cold in another ; it may be 
alive in one place and dead in another ; 

and which is the higheſt contradiction, 

one would think, by torce of this princi- 

ple, a max may be damned in one place and 
ſaved in another. And no leſs a man 

than Tambertus hath defended the poſ/ibi- Womb. 
{ity of this, upon this principle ; for, ſaith ado : 
he, a man-as in one place may be killed in a 

mortal ſin, and ſo be damned ; whereas 1n 
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another place he may have contrition ( and 
ablolution) azd ſo be ſaved. But Laj- 
qguezasks an untoward Queſtion, /uppoſe 
ſuch \|a man be reduced to one place, whether 
{ball he be ſaved or damned ? for he cannot © 
then be both ; and there is no more reaſon he 
ſhould be put out of the ſtate of Grace by 
the ſtate of ſin, than out of the ſtate of ſin 
by th: ſtate of Grace, Such horrible con- 
tradictions do men run into rather than 
ict go an abſurd hypotheſis ; and Srarez 
contelſleth, that a Sacramental Preſence, ts 
liable to the ſame cantradittions, becauſe 


' that {uppoſeth a capacity for Adts of the 


Mind under it, ( 4.) lay, that alſert- 
ing a Body to be preſent naturally in one 
place, and ſpiritually and indiviſibly iz more, 
doth involve »zore contradictions 1N it, 
than to be preſent in ſeveral places after a 
natural manner. For the very manner 
of a bodies being preſent indiviſibly Carries 
contradictions along with it peculiar tot 
ſelf, For whereever there is a body, 
there mult be graztity, and whereeverx 
there 15 q#2ztity there mult be dzvi/{tb/lrty ; 
how then can a d7vi{i2le body be i2divifibly 
preſent ? It they lay, zt is after the manner 
oF a Spirit, that doth by no means falve 
che qerigans how can a body be 
alter the mazner of a Spirit ? and if it 

Pa | can, 
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can, how canthe z07z0z of Body and Spi- 
7:t be” differenced from each other ? If 
actual extenſion may be ſeparated froys a Bo- 
dy, why not quaztity it ſelf? why may 
not diviſibility be ſeparated from a line ? 
and two aud two not make a7nally for, 
ſuppoſing that they retain their 72tr:;- 
{ick aptitude todoit ? What becomes of 
the differences of greater and /eſs, ſince 
that which 1s greater may be contained 
under the leſs ; and ſo the very ſame 
thing will be greater or leſs, greater and 
not -reater than it ſelf ? What notion can 
we have of diſtance, fince here a Body is 
ſuppoſed to have all its orgarical parts, 
head, breaſt, leos and feet ; and yet no 1o- 
cal diſtance between Headand Feet ? 

K.P. Tſeeitis adangerous thing ta 
give you but a hint about 7ranſub/tantia- 
70x ; if you but once take the ſcent, you 
run on ſo falt that it isa very hard matter 
to take you off, I did not think this Rz- 
brick could have held us thus long ; but I 
ſee you were reſolved to have two or 
three throws at tran/ub/?antiation in pal- 
ſing, though I warned you before about 
it 


P. D. No Sir, It was T.G.'s fixing 
{uch an abſurd ſenſe upon our Church, as 
though ſhe made 1t Idolatry to Worſhip 

| Chriſts 
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Chriſts Body as preſent after 4 corpoyeal 
manner, and not after another ; which 
made me inſiſt ſo long upon this. 

R. P. What faith my Faratick Ac- 
quaintance tO all this ? What ! lleep- 
ing ? 

F.C. Only a Nod or two ; I hear- 
kened a while, but I found you were 
about hard and unfavoury notions ; tru- 
Iy it was tome x0 awakening a /[conrſe. 

R. P. Come, come we will keep you 
waking ; we are now come to the Pur:- 
tan Cauſe. | 
| F. C. Ay, Ay, there is ſome /fe in 
that. 

R. P. What think you, was Robert 
Abbye Biſhop of Salisbury a Puritan or 
not ! 

F.C. What ! a Biſhop a Puritan ! a 
good one I warrant you : a Puritan 1n 
Laww fleeves ! a Puritan with Croſs and 
S$urplice ! You know well what belongs 
to a Puritan, do you not ? I tell you, 
there never was a true Pur/taz but ab- 
horred theſe things with all his heart. 
What do you tell me of a B:ſhop of Saliſ- 
bury for a Puritan ? I lay again, if he 
had been fo, he would have taken his 
Lawn fleeves and thrown them into the 


Fire. 
P. D. 


(75) 

P, D. But I pray Sir, how -comes in 
this. diſcourſe about Biſhop Abbot ? 

R. P. Iwill tell you; Among other 
Divines produced by Dr. $7. to prove 
thecharge of 14olatry maintained againſt 
the Church of Romein K. James his time, 
one was Biſhop Abbot in his i»ſwer to Bz- 
ſhop. T.G. takes this to be Archbiſhop 
Abbot, and excepts again{t him - zs a: 


abettor of the Puritan party, and tells from 


Dr. Heylin, that ow that toevent it was 
thouoht neceſſary to ſuſpend him from his 
' Metropolitical Viſitation ; Dr. St. makes 
ſport with his Suſpending a Biſhop of 
Salisbury from Metropolitical jurisdiction, 
and tells what ftrange things thoſe of 
the Church of Rome can do with five 
words ; and upbraids T.G. with Ieno- 
7ance Of our Church ; and in truth, # too 
Trazical upon ſuch aſlight occaſion. Now 


T7. 0G. proves, that itwas only a miſtake of 


the perſon, and not of his quality, although 
Dr. St. ſaith, that he was never till now 
ſuſpetted for a Puritan. 

P.D. Are you ſure of that ? 

R.P. Yes, T.G. 4taith ſo, more than 
Once. 

P. D. Howeverit is good to be ſure. 
Theſe are Dr. $/.'s words. The two firſt 
he excepts againſt, are the two Archbiſhops, 
Whhitgitt 
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Whitgift ad Abbot as Puritanically in 


clined'; but as it unhappily falls out, one of 


them was never mentioued by me, and the 
other never till now ſuſpeited for a Puritan. 
I pray adviſe T.G. to'read a little more 
carefully, before he confutes : Is it not 
plain, that he means, Archbiſhop Abbot 
was never mentioned by him, and Archbi- 
ſhop W hitgift w.zs never till now ſuſpetted 
for a Puritan ? It could be no want of 
underſtanding in T. G. to make him thus 
miſconſtrue his words. 

| R.P. But he proves, he was Purita- 
pically inclined, and takes off his Teſti- 
MOny. 

P.'D. How doth he prove that ? 

R. P. From Dr. Heyl;7, whoſe Hi/{o- 
r:es lerve us to many a good purpole ; 
for he ſaith, he was 4 Caluinian though a 
moderate one ; that he was an enemy to Bi- 
ſ22p Laud in the Univerſity, that he com:- 
ends Mr. Perkins, and wrote his laſt Book 
of. Grace and Perſeverance of the Saints. 

P. D. Very wonderful proofs ! As 
though many of the ſtifteſt Defexders of 
our Church againſt the Puritan party, had 
not been inclining to Calvin (as it 1s 
called) 7z the point of Predeſtination ; 
eſpecially in thar moderate way, where- 
in R, Abbot aflerted it ! As though it were 

| ; not 
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tiot poſſible, for men to be zealous for 
our Liturgie and Ceremones, if they held 
the doQtrine of Eled#ionand Perſeveraxce ! 
But we do not want thoſe of the Higheſt 
Order of our Charch at this day, who are 
eminent for Learning, and Pzety, and 
Zeal for the Church ; who would take it 
very ill from T. G. upon the account of 
thoſe opinions, to be thought exemies to 
the Church of Erzland ; as no doubt the 
Paritans were, But T.G. runs on with 
this perpetual miſtake ; when his own 
Author Dr. Heyliz hath told him whom 
he means by Puritans, viz. the Noncon- 
formiſts ; for Ipeaking of Dr. Buckeridge 
Biſhop Lauds T ator, he ſaith, that he op- 
poſed the Papiſts on one hand, and on the 
other the Puritans or - Non-conformiſts. 
Theſe are very pittiful ſhifts to over- 
throw Biſhop Abbots Teſtimony, when 
Dr. Heyliz himſelf ſaith of him, he was 
fo moderate a Calvinian that he incurred 
the high diſpleaſure of the Supralapſarians, 
who had till then carried all before them. 
But what faith T.G. to thoſe whom he 
yields not to have been Puritanically in- 
clined,and yet charged the Church of Rome 
with Idolatry ? 

R. P. He faith, they do not impugy the 
doctrine it ſelf of the Church of Rome, or 
the 


CyÞt. Arg!. 
[+48.1 ed, 


P. $3 


(78) 
the pratice conformable to that doitrine, 
but ſuch things as they concetved to be great 
_ in the prattice of it. 

. D. That will be belt tryed by par- 
ticulars ; the Firft of theſe 1s no leſs a 
Perſon than K. James, who calls the Wor- 


ſbip of Images, dammable Idolatry ; and 


Dr. Sz. ſhews that K, James takes of 
their diſtinitions and evaſions ; and faith, 
Let them therefore that maintain this Do- 
arine an{wer it to Chriſt at the latter day 
whep he ſhall accuſe them of Idolatry. And 
then I doabt if he will be paid with ſuch 


| Sophiſtical Diſtinitions. Is all this, ſaith 


D1al. p.39. 
30 33, 


D. Sz. zothing but to charge them with ſuch 
prattices which they deteſt ? Doth he not 
mention their dottrine, and their diſtiniti- 
ons? Did zot K, James underſtand what 
he ſaid, and what they did ? What faith 
T.G. tothis? 
R, P. Nota wordthat I can find. 
P.D. Let us then ſee what he doth 
take notice of. 
R.P. A very notable thing I aſſure 
you. .He laith, they only favnd fault with 
ome abnſes committed in our Church, aud 
did not think men by vertue of the terms 
of her communion forced either to go 
fie or Jdalatry : as Dr. Sr. doth: ſo that zt 
i not the doftrine of the Church of Rome, 


if 
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if traly flated out of the decrees of her 
Councils, or practice agreeable to that do- 
&rine, which theſe Divines impeach as Ido- 
latrous, but the opinions of ſome School- 
Diwvines, or Abuſes they conceived to be 
committed in the prattice of it. And for 
this he inſtanceth in the decree of the Coun- 
cil of Nice about the Worſhip of Images. 
P.D. Who doth not know T.G. to 
bea man of art? and to underſtand the 
way of fencing in the Schools as well as 
another ? Was it not skilfully done in 
this place to run to the port of Images, 
when we had been fo lately upon the 
Tdolatry 1n adoration of the Hoſt, as it 1s 
declared in our Rwubrick ? For the Conſti- 
zution of the Church of Rome is plain to 
all perſons about adoration of the Hoſt, at 
the elevation of it, and carrying it about ; 
but in the matter of Images they endea- 
vour to palate and diſguiſe their allow- 
ed pradtices as much as may be. I an- 
iwer therefore on behalf of Dr. Sr. 
(1.) That when he ſpeaks of what men 
are obliged to do by wertne of Communi- 
on with the Church of Rome, he ſpeaks 
of the things ftri&ly required by the Rules 
of that Church; and ſince our Church de- 
clares the Maff Idolatrens, he doth not in 
the leaſt recede from the ſenſe of our 
Church 
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Church in the disjunQtion he uſeth, either 
of hypocriſte, or Idolatry ; and I have ſome 
reaſon to believe that was the thing he 
aimed at chiefly, when he ſpoke of chez 
terms of Communion ; becauſe he had of - 
ten heard of ſome perſons who live in 
the common of that Church, who be- 
ing not obliged to make the ſame pro- 
feſſions which Eccleſiaſtical perſons are, 
do content themſelves with doing the 
ſame external Afts which others do ; bur 
with a very different intention; who look 
upon tranſubſtantiation, and many other 
doarines as fooliſh and ridiculous, and 
yet think they may joyn with thoſe who 
do believe themin all external acts of wor- 
ſhip rather than break the peace of the 
Church they live in ; ſuch perſons.would 
ſay they ever worſhipped the Hoſt, and 
cherefore excuſe themſelves from 1dola- 
try, but Dr. Sr. my they cannot then = 
enſe themſelves from hypocriſte, becauſe 
oo 1 oive the ſame Worſhip which 
the other doth. (2.) As to the [dolatry 
committed in the Worſhip of Images, we 
ſhall conſider that in its proper place ; 
but yet by vertue of communion with 
the Church of Rome, all perſons arc 
(1.) bound to declare the worſhip of 
Images lawful as it is practiſed in that 
; Church, 
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Church, (2.) To worſhip I1217es upon 0C- 
caſion otered, as In proce//z2z25, &C. 
( 3.) To Worſhip the Crofi as it repre 
feats Chrift with that rorfſbip which 1s 
proper to his perſon. Thar which con- 
CErns us now, 15 to give an account of 
the judgement of thele Pe? ſozzs, how ſar 
they ſuppoie the Ch:rch of Rome to be 
guilty of the Ido/atry committed in it. 
As to K, James we have ſeen already how 
far 7.G. is from anſwering his re{timo- 
ny ; the next is 1/.Caſauboy, and he faith, 
the Church of England aid affirms the pra- 
ciſcs of the Church of Rome to be joyned 
with great impiety. So that he ſpeaksthe 
ſenſe of owr Church and. not barely his 
o:»n ; and ſurely when he wrote by K. 
James his dire&tion and order, and had ſo 
great intimacy with Biſhop Azdrews and 
other learned men of ourChurch,he would 
declare nothing to be her ſexe which 
was contrary toit. And as to his own 
private opinion, I could tell 7. G. ſome- 
what more, viz. that when he was vio- 
lently ſet upon by all the Wit and In- 
duſtry of Card. Perroz, and difobliged 
by fome perſons of his own Comm!70u 
at Paris, he ſet himſelf ſeriouſly to con- 
ſider the terms of Communion in that 


Church, and whether he might with a 
G fafe 
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fafe conſcience embrace it ; and I have 
{zen in his own hand-writing the reaſons 
which hindred him from it ; and the firſt 
of them, was the Fear of Idolatry, which 
he)ſaw prattiſed in the worſhip of Images 
ard Saints, Whichis as fulla proof as 
may be, that he did not think any perſon 
could embrace the communion of that 
Charch without Hypocriſi: or Idolatry as 
tothe Worſhip of Images and Saints. The 
third is Biſhop Andrews, who not only 
charges the Church of Rome with Idola- 
try ; but he faith, that in their Brevia- 
ries, Hours, and Roſaries, they pray direct- 
ly; at-folutely and finally to Saints ; and 
not meerly to the Saints to pray to God 
for them, but give what they pray for them- 
ſelves: To this T.G. faith, they profeſs 
they do no ſuch thins ; as though we were 


____ enquiring what they profeſſed, and not 


what Exhop Andrews charged them 
with. If 1dofatry according to Biſhop 
Andrews be required in the Authorized 
Offices of Devotion mn their Church, how 
can the members of it be excuſed either 
from hyocrificor Idolatry? The fourth is 
Br. F:c/a, who chargeth the Invocation 
of Saints with ſach ſuperſtition and Idola- 
fry 45 Cannot be "ArS - The fifth Dr. 
Yackſon who faith, the Papiſts give divine 
R | honour 
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honour to Images. The ſixth Archbiſhop 
Land, who not only aihrms the moder 
Church of Rome 7o be too like to Paganiſm 
in the adoration of Imazes, but condemr.s 
the prayiyig to Angels as the Idolatry cor.- 
demned by the Council of Laodicea ; as Dr. 
St. ſhewed from his MS. notes upon 
B-llarmine, To theſe Dr. S:. added in 
his Gemeral Preface, the Teſtimonies of 
Archbiſhop Baxcroft, Biſhop Montagne, 
Petr. Heylin, and Mt. Thorndike ; which 
three laſt were the very perſors T.G. did 
appealto; and the /a/t of them did de- 
Clare rhat the prattice of Idolatry was ſuch 
in the Roman Church, that no good Chriſti 
an dare truſt his ſoul in the communion of it ; 
 whichis all one as to fay, they muſt be 
guilty of Hypocriſie or Idolatry. 

R. P, But 7. G. faith, they only re- 
prove ſome praftices as Idolatrons, or at leaſt 
in danger to be ſuch, but Dy. St. acknov- 
ledges that they excuſe the Church of Rome 
from Idolatry although zot all who live in 
the communion of it. 

P. D. Doth he indeed fay fo ? or is 
this another piece of T:; G.*s fineneſs? 
His words are theſe : 4nd although it 
may be only an exceſs of charity in ſome 
few learned perſons to excuſe that Church 
from Idolatry, although not all who live - 
2 F172 
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the Communion of it : and then produces 
the ſeventeen Teſtimonies to ſhew he 
did not differ from the /exſe of the Church 
of Ez21and, or the eminent defenders of 
1t ever ſince the Reformation ; and do 
you think that among his Teſt:mortes, 
by would produce any, whom he 
thought to free th: C 1rch of Rome fron 
1olatry ? no certainly ; but I ſuppoſe 
that clauſe retexred to Mr. Thorndike and 
{ome few others; and as to Mr. T horxdike 
he afterwards produced the paſſage be- 
fore mentioned out of ſome papers written 
by kim a little before his death. What 
faith 7. G. to that ? 

R. P. Nota word more, but I find he 
makes uſe of Mr: 1 horadikes name on all 
0:c:ſi235, as if he favonred our ſide againſt 
the Church of Enzland and Dr. St, And 
the man who manageth the Dzalogue 
again{t him is brought in as one of Mr. 
{ h:radjkes principles. I pray tell me 
was not he a man in his heart of our 
Ch:irch, and only lived in the external 
£0/1222:nion Of yours? 
 P.D. D. $:. hath given a juſt cha- 
xafter of him, when he calls him a az 
of excellent Learnins and great Piety ; 
and fince fo ill uſe is made of his name 
in-theſle diſputes and ſuch diſhonour 
done 
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done to his memory, I ſhall but do him 
right, to let you underſtand what his 
judgement was of the. Church of Rome : 
which he delivered in a paper to a Lady 
a little before his death; from whom it 
came immediately tomy Hazds, and is 
the lame paper Dr. $:. doth refer to. 

1. The truth of the Chriſtian Religi- 
on, and of the Scripture is preſuppolſed 
to the Being of a Church, * | 

And therefore cannot depend upon 

the Authority of it. 

2. The Churchof Rome maintains the 
Decrees of the preſent Church to be In- 
fallible, which is falſe, and yet concerns 
the ſalvation of all that believe it, 

Therefore no man can ſubmit to the 

Authority of it. | 

3. The Church of Rome 1n S. Teroms , 
time, did not make void the baptiſm of 
thoſe Sets which did not baptiſe in the 
name of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt, 

But that Bapriſon is void and true ba- 

ptiſm neceſſary to ſalvation. 
 Thereforethe Church of Rome may err 
1n matters of falyation. 
. 4+. The Church of Rome may err 1 
Schiſn, tollowing the wrong cauſe. If you 
except only things neceſſary to ſalvation 
[HE 
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to be believed. This ſhews that infalli- 

bility only in things neceſſary to falvati- 

- on 15 not enough. Ir is deſtruQtive to 

ſalvation to follow the wrong cauſe in 

Schiſm. | | 

Inſtance. The Schiſm with the Greek 
Church for appeals to Rome. For 
there 1s evident Tradition to the 
Contrary. 

5. The Church of Rome enjoyns Apo- 
eryphal Scriptures to be eſteemed Canon- 
6.al Scriptures, 

But this injunCtion is contrary to Tra- 
a:tion and Truth, and concerns the 
ſalvation of all that receive it. 

6. The Chzrch of Rome in S. Jeroms 
time did not receivethe Epr/tle to the He- 
brews for Canoicat Scripture, as now It 
doth, and as jn truth it is. 

Therefore the Church of Rome may err 

, in declaring the Authority of 'Scri- 

' pture. 

7. The Church of Rome doth err in 
teaching that attrition is turned into 
conrrition by ſubmitting to the power of 
the Keys; ; | 
- "But this errour is deſtructive to the 

falvation of all that believe it. 

Therefore it may err in matters necel- 
fary to ſalvation. 

| | That 
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That it is an errour. Becauſe of the 

condition of remiſſion of ſins, which 

is before the being of a Church ; and 

therefore cannot depend on the Au- 
thority of the Church. 

8. The Church of Rome injoyneth to 
believe Tranſubſtantiation, and to profeſs 
that which is falſe. For there 1s Scri- 
pture and Tradition for the preſence of 
the Body and blood of Chriſt in the Encha- 
7ift ; but neither Scripture, nor Tradition 
for tranſubſtantiation, viz. for aboliſhing 
the Elements, 

But the Churchof Rome xnjoyns to be- 

lieve it. | 

Thereforeit enjoyns to believethat for 

which there is neither 7 ratio» nor 
Scripture. Witneſs the Fathers that 
own the Elements aſter Conſecra- 
tion, | 

9. The Conncil of Trent empyneth to 
believe that Chriſt inſtituted a new Paſſe- 
over to be ſacrificed as well as repreſent- 
ed, commemorated, and offered in the 
Euchariſt, de Sacrific. Miſſe, cap. 1. which 
is falſe, 

For the Sacrifice of Chrifts Croſſ1s com- 

memorated, repreſented and offered 
As ready to be ſlain in and by the 
Enchariſt ; but not ſlain, and there- 
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|, fore not ſacrificed in it and by cele- 
'\ brating it. 

And therefore when it is {aid there, 

| C. I1. 90d in Miſſa Chriſtus incru- 
ent immolatur, if it be meant proper- 
ly, it is a contradiftion ; for that: 
which hath blood is not facrificet 
but by ſhedding the blood of it ; if 
frauratively, it figntfies no more than 
that which T have ſaid, that it 1s re- 
preſented,” commemorated and of- 
fered as ſain. 

And therefore all parts agreeing to 
this, the Church of Rome requiring 
more 1s guilty of the $c5:/2», that 
comes by refufing it. For the prop1- 
tiation of the facrihce of the Eucha- 
riſt is thepropitiation of ChriftsCroſls 
purchafed for them that are qualit'd. 

10. The Covncil of Treat commends 

the Maſs without the Communion, cap.6. 

wherein it erreth, 

'For the Communion being the refto- 

| ringof the Covenant of Baptifm at- 
ter fin; the want of it without the 
defir2 of it 1s to be lamented nor 
commended, as deſtructive of the 
means of ſalvation. 

11, There 1s neither Scripture nor Tra- 

ditiun for praying to Saints departed, or 

| any 
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any evidence that they hear our prayers. 
Therefore it evidences a carnal hope 
that God will abate of the Covenant 

_ of our Baptiſm, which is the condi-, 
tion of ottr ſalvation, for their fakes. 

 r2. Topray to them for thofe things 
which only God can give (as all Papiſts 
do) 1s by the proper fenfe of their words 
downright Idolatry. 

If they fay ther meaning 1s by a f1- 
genre only to deſire them to procure 
their requeſts of God ; How dare 
any Chreftian traſt his ſoul with 
that Church, which teaches that 
which muft needs be Idolatry in all 
that underſtand not the Figure ? 

13, There. is neither Scripture nor 
Traditzon for worfhipping the Croff, the 
1n12es, and Reliques of Sazats, 

Therefore it evidences the ſame car- 
nal hope, that God wilt abate of his 
Goſpel for fuck bribes. Which is the 
Will-worſhip of Maſſes, Pſorimages, 
and Ind:toences to that purpoſe. 

14. Neither Scripture nor Tr adrtion 1s 

there for the removing any ſoul our of 
Purgatory unto the Beatifical Viſion before 
the day of Tadrement, - 
' Therefore the ſame carnal hope is 
feenm the Will-worſttip of Maſles, 
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Indulgences, Pilgrimages and the 
like for that purpoſe : and that de- 
ſtruAtive to the ſalvation of all that 
believe that the guilt of their ſins is 

{ taken away by ſubmitting to the 
Keys before they be contrite ; and 
the temporal penalty remaijning_.in 
Purgatory paid by thele Will-wor- 

ips. 

I5. Both Scripture and Tradition con- |} 
demn the depoſing of Princes, and acquit- { 
ting their ſubjects of their Allegiance, and * 
enjoyning them to take Arms for them | 
whom the Pope ſubſtitutes. 

And this do&rine is not only falſe, | 

but in my opinion properly Hereſie, 
| yet praQtiſed by ſo many Popes. 

The Church may be divided, that /a/- 
vation may be had on both ſides. 

Inſtances. The Schiſmzs of the 
Popes. The Schiſmz of Acacins. 
The Schiſm between the Greeks 
and the Latizs. 

'Thold the Schiſn for the Reformation 

| tobeofthis kind. 

'But I do not allow Sa/vation to any 
that ſhall change having theſe rea- 
fons before him ; though T allow the 

| Reformation not to be perfect in 

' tome points of leſs moment, as 

Fo prayer 
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prayer for the dead, and others. 

Remember alwayes that the Popiſb 
Church of England can never be Ca- 
nonically governed being immedi- 
ately under the Pope. 

16, There is both Scripture and Tra- 
dition for the Scriptures and Service in a 
known Tongue ; and for the Euchariſt in 
both Kinds. 

How then can any Chriſtian truſt his 
ſoul with that Church, which hath 
the Conſcience to bar him of ſuch 
helps provided by God ? 


Theſe are all his own words without 
addition or alteration. And what think 
you now of Mr. Thorndike ? was this 
man a ſecret Friend to the Church of 
Rome do you think ? who ſaith fo plainly, 
that a man cannot embrace the Commu- 
nion of that Church without hazard of 
his /alvation. 

R. P. I did little think by the Uſe 
7.G. on all occaſions makes of him, 
that he had been a man of ſuch princ:- 
pl-s. Bur I think T. G. had as good 
have let him alone, as have given occa- 
ſion for producing ſuch Teſtimonies of the 
thoughts which a man of his Learning 
and Fame had, concerning the Church of 
| Rome, 
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Rome. However, you ſee, he holds the 
preſence of the Body and Blood of Chriſt in 
the Euchariſt, and can you reconcile this, 
to what you aſſerted to be the Doctrine 
of 'the Church of England ? 

'P.D. Yes very well. If you com- 
pare whar he faith here, with what he 


\ declares more at large in his Book, 


Laws of 
the Ch. 
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wherein you may read theſe remarkable 
words to this purpoſe. 
way be ſhewed that the Church did ever 
pray that the Fleſh and Blood might be ſub- 


ftituted inſtead of the Elements under the 


accidents off them, then. I am content that 
this be accounted henceforth the Sacramen- 
zal. preſ-nce of them in the Euchariſt. But 
if the Church only pray, that the Spirit of 
God, coming down upon the Elements, may 
rake them the Body and Blood of Chriſt, ſo 
tht they which receive them may be filled 
with the Grace of his Spirit ; then is it not 
th: ſenfe of the Catholick Church that can 
oblige any man to believe the aboliſhing of 
the Elements intheir bodily fubſtance ; be- 
eaufe ſuppoſing that they remain, they may 
neverthelefs come to be the inftrument of 


Gods Spirit to convey the operation thereof 


otherwiſe than his fleſh aud blood conveyed 


and that T1 


to them that are UE to receive it, 20 
ſuppoſe 


the efficacy thereof upon earth : 


If it can any 
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uppoſe is reaſon enough to call it the Bod 
ug ro of ol” ; ana that is 4 
ſay as in the Sacrament of the Enchariſf. 
And in two or three places more he 
ſpeaks to the ſame purpole. 

R. P. Hold Sir I beſeech you ; you 
have ſaid enough ; you will fall back 
again to tranſubſtantiation in Ipite of my 
heart. 

P. D. What ? when Tonly anſwer a 
Queſtion you asked me ? 
 R.P. Enough of Mr. Thorzilke ; un- 
leſs he were more our Friend, than I find 
he was. Ipray what ſay you to Arch- 
biſhop Whitegift ? 

P. D. Hath T.G, mga you that 
he is turned Puritan, above levent 


| y”_ 
after his death, who never was ſuſpect- 


ed for it while he was living, nor ſince 
till the transforming dayes of T. G. ? 

R. P. You may jeer as you pleaſe, but 
T.G. tells a natable ſtory of the Lam- 
beth Articles, and how Q. El;zabeths black 
Husband was like tohave been divorced 
from her upon them, and how K. James 
would not receive them into the A4rr- 
cles of the Church. And all this, as well 
as many other good things he hath out 
of one Per. Heyliv. Is the man alive I 
pray, that we way give him our due 
thanks 
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thanks for the ſervice he hath done us 
upon many occaſions ? For we have 
written whole Books againſt the Refor- 
mation, out of his Hiſtory of it ; and I 
find T. G. relyes as much upon him as 
other good Catholicks do on Cochlews, and 
Surins ; Or as hedoth at other times on 
the Patrons bone Fidet. 

'P. D. Dr. Heylin was a man of very 
o00d parts and Learning, and who did 
write Hiſtory pleaſantly enough ; but if 
fome things he was too much a parry to 
be\an Hiſtorian, and being deeply con- 
cerned in ſome quarrels himſelt, all his 
Hiſtorical writings about our Church do 
plainly diſcover which ſide he eſpouſed : 
which to me doth not ſeem to agree with 
the impartiality of an Hiftorian. And 
if he could but throw dirt on that which 
heaccounted the Puritan party, from the 
Beginning of the Reformation, he matter- 
ed \not though the whole Reformation 
{uffered by it. But for all this he was 
far from being a Friend either to the 
Church or Court of Rome ; and next to 
Puritaniſm, T believe he hated Popery 
moſt ; ſo that if he had been alive, and 
you had gone to thank him for the ſer- 
vice he had done you, in all probability 
you had provoked him to have written 
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as ſharply againſt you as ever he wrote 
againſt the Puritays But what is all 
this to Archbiſbop Whitgitts being /uſpett- 
ed for 4a Puritan ? Dares Per. Heylin1yg- 
ge(t any ſuch thing ? no, he knew him 


too well : and faith, that by his contri- w7- Ave 
. . : +» 02s 
wance the Puritan Fattion was ſo muzled *- 


that they were not able to bark in 4 long 
time after, Had he then any ſuſpicion 
of his being Paritanically inclined ? And 
as to the Lamberh Articles, they only 
prove that he held thoſe opinions con- 
tained in them, and recommended them 
to the Univerſity to ſupprefl the diſputes 
which had been there raiſed concerning 
them. And what then? doth this ren- 
der him ſuſpected for a Puritan at that 
time ? when many of the greateſt 4nti- 
Puritans were zealous defenders of thoſe 
opinions. Inall Q:Fl:zaberh's time and 
after, the name of Puritans, ſignified the 
oppoſers of our Government, and the Ser- 
vice and Orders of our Church ; and ſome 
have undertaken to name the Perſon 
who firſt applyed this name to the aſſer- 
ters of theſe doitrinal points, towards the 
latter end of K. James. This is certain, 
(which is moſt material to our purpoſe) 
that when K. Charles I. publiſhed his 
Declaration to prevent unneceſſary Di- 
| ſputations 
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ſpatations about thele points, he fairh, 
that they did all agree in the true uſual lite - 
ral meanins of the ſaid Articles of our 
Charch, and that even in thoſe curious 
potnts in which the preſent differences lye,nen 
of all ſorts take the Articles of the Church 
of England 70 be for them, which is an 
argument again, none of them intend any 
adeſertion of the Articles eſtabliſhed. And 
which isa certainargument that even at 
that tune no man was charged with dil- 
affection to the Church of England mecrly 
on theaccount of theſe do7r:n.1/ points. 

'R. P. But what was it which Arch- 
bilbop HWhitesft ſaith, for 7. G. faith, 
even that wyll involve him more in the 
ſuſpicion of Puritaniſm. 

\P. D. His words are theſe, 1 do z 
much miflike the diſtiaition of the Papiſts 
ard the intent of it, as any man doth, nei: 
ther do T1 go about to excuſe them, from 
wicked and ( without repentance, and Gods 
fSugular mercy, ) danmable Idolatry. This 
= to- Dr. $z.*s purpoſe ; and af- 
terwards he faith, he placeth the Papiſts 
among wicked and danmmable Idolaters. Is 
not this home do you think ? 

'R. P. But doth not he ſay, char oz 
kind of Idolatry is, when the true God is 
worſhipped by ather means and wayes _ Gy 
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hath preſcribed or would be Worſhipped ? and 
according to Dr. St. this is the Funda- 
mental principle of thoſe who ſeparate from 
the Church of England, that nothing is 
lawful in the Worſhip of” God, but what he 
hath expreſly commanded : therefore ac- 
cording to Dr. Sz. himſelf, Archbiſhop 
Whitgift was 4 Puritan, 

P. D. It is notably argued, I confeſs; 
and thence it follows, if Archbiſhop Whit- 
gift had underſtood the force of his own 
principle, he muſt have ſeparated from 
the Church of England. But 1s it not 
plain to the common ſenſe of any man 
that Archbiſhop Whitgift writing on be- 
half of our Ceremonies, and againſt this 
very principle in T. G., his words could 
not bear that meaning, and therefore Dr, 
St. had great reaſon to ſay, that his 
meaning in thoſe words was, againſt his 
expreſs command ; as appears by the ap- 
plication of them ? So that either you 
muſt make Archbiſhop Whitgift lo weak 
a man as to overthrow the deſign of his 
whole Book, or this muſt be his meaning 
which Dr. S:. aſſigns. 

R. P. But Dr. Sr. himſelf makes the 
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charging Papiſts to be Idolaters, a diſtin- Dial.ra 


five ſign of Puritaniſm. 
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P.D. Are you in earneſt ? I pray; 
whenand where? For then I am ſure he 
contraditts himſelf, for his deſign is to 
prove juſt the contrary. Name me the 
Page, I beſeech you, that 1 may judge 
of 1t. 

R. P. Why doth he not ſay, that zt is 
the Fundamental principle of Puritaniſm, 
that nothing is lawful in the Worſhip of God, 
but what he hath expreſly commanded ? 

_ Þ.D. And whatthen ? 

R. P. Then — Hold a little—— 
then— it will not do. 

P. D. I think not truly. If this be 
the Fundamental principle of Paritazs, 
that nothing is lawful in the Worſhip of God 
bnt what is commanded, then to charge the 
Church of Rome with Idolatry is a aiftin- 
etive ſign of Puritanuiſm. How many 
Cords are neceflary to tye thele two to- 
gether ? (1.) Can no one charge the 
Papiſts with Tdolatry, but by vertue of 
this principle ? I do hold, whatever God 
hath not forbidden, to be lawful in his 
Worſhip ; but may not I at the ſame time, 
hold ſome kind of prohibited Worſhip to 
be Idolatry ? bs landly imagine a man 


of T. G.'s. ſubtilty could write thus. 
But that you have the Book by you, and 
tell me ſo, I could not have believed it. 

(2.) Thoſe 
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( 2.) Thoſe who do hold this principle, 
do not preſently make every thing »x- 
lawful tobe an 14ol by vertue of it. For 
they do not deduce this unlawfulneſs 
from the prohibition of Tdolatry, but from 
the perfectt:on and /:fficiency of the Scr:- 
ptures as a rule of Worſhip, and they lay, 
we muſt not add thereto, and therefore no 
humane invention muſt be uſed in the 
Worſhip of God. Now judge you whe- 
ther according to this principle there can 
be nothing «z/awful, but it muſt be an 
Taol ? 

R. P. This was an overſight I ſup- 
poſe in him. Let it paſs. But what makes 
D. Sz. vary ſo much from his old princi- 
ple in his Irenicam, wherein he aflerted, 
that nothing is lawful in the immediate 
Worſhip of God, but what is commanied, 
this muſt come either from a greater light 
of the Spirit, or from the weighty conſidera- 
tions mentioned by the Patroaus bon. Fi- 
dei, when, he faith, quicquid Cl. Stilling- 
fleet delinitus &f occacatus opimitate & 
obeſitate ſuorum {acerdotiorum, CF. 

P. D. For the malicious ſuggeſtions 
of ſo wretched a calumniator, as the Pa- 
trons bone Fidei appears to be through- 
out that Book, they are not worth takin 
notice of by any one that doth not far 
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for duazhils. It is Dr. $:.'s honour to 
be reproached by a man who hath made 
it his bufinels to reproach the beſt Church 
u Chriſ:xdom?, and to undermine all 
Chiurch:s, above thirty years ; and yet the 
ungrateful creature hath in ſome mea-- 
{ure lived upon the Revenues of that 
Chrrch himſelf, which he hath ſo ſhame- 
fully reviled ; being in great part fup- 
ported by the Bounty of a very worthy 
and learned Chyrch-mazy who 1s nearly 
related to him, But as to the contra- 
diction charged on Dr. $:. I begin to 
ſuſpe& T7. G. morethanever I did. For 
doth not Dr. $7. inthat place diſtinguiſh 
between 12eaiate Atts and parts of Wor- 
ſhip, and circumſtances belonging to thoſe 
As, even 1n the very words alledged by 
T.G. ? And doth not he ſay expreſly, 
that he doth not ſpeak: of zheſe, but of the 
former ? And 15 not the very ſame diſtin- 
tion uſed by Biſhop Azdrews, Biſhop 
Sazderſon, and the moſt zealous defen- 
ders of the Rzizes of our Church ? Why 
then muſt he be ſuppoled to have chang- 
ed his mindas to this principle, when he 
ſaid no more at that time, than what the 
molt genuine Sons of our Church have 
aſſerted, among v-hom I donot queſtion 
Biſhop Azdrer's and Biſhop — 
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will be allowed to paſs. And they di- 
ſinguiſh after the ſame manner, be- 
tween the neceſſary parts of MW, orſhip, for 
which they ſuppoſe a command neceſſary, 
as well as Dr. S:. : and the accidental 
and mutable circumſtances attending the 
ſame for order, comelineſs, and edifica- 
tions ſake, which are lawful if not con- 
trary to Gods command. And doth not 
Dr. Sr. ſay the very ſame thing ? +v/z. 
that in matters of mecr decency and order in 
the Church of God, it ts enough to make thinss 
lawful if they are not forbidden. Let us 
now compare this ſaying with what he 
calls the Fundamental principle of Se- 
paration ; thit nothing is lawful in the 
Worſhip of God, but what hs: hath expreſly 
commazded : and can any thing be more 
contradittory to this than what Dr.S:.layes 
down as a principle 1n that very page of 
his Irenicumm ? that an expre j$ poſitive cont 
mand is not neceſſary to wake a thins Uaw- 
ful, but a non-prohibition by a Law ts [ut- 
ficient for that, Where then lay T.G.'s 
underſtanding or ingenuity, when he 
mentions ſuch a great change in the Dr. 
as to this principle, when he owned the 
very lame principle, even inthatBoot,and 
that very page, he quotes to the contrary? 
T. 6G. doth preſume good Catholick 
H 2? Readers 
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Readers will take his word without look- 
ing farther : and I ſcarce ever knew a 
Writer who ſtands more 1n need of the 
go00d opinion of his Reader in this kind, 
than 7. G. doth. AsT ſhall make it ful- 
ly appear, if you hold on this diſcourſe 
with me; for I have taken ſome pains 
to conſider T7. G.*s manner of dealing 
with his Adverſary. But this is too 
rols a way of impoſing upon the cre- 
Ault of Readers : yet thus is their com- 
mon method of dealing with Dr. S-. 
When they intend to write againſt him ; 
then, have you Dr. St.*s Irenicum ? ho- 
ping to find matter there to expoſe him 
to the hatrel of the Biſhops, and to re- 
preſent him as unfit to defend the Church 
of F:g'au4. It this takes not, then they 
pick ſentences and half-ſentences from 
the ſerics of the diſcourſe, and laying 
thele together, cry, Look ye here, is this 
a riran fit to defend your Church, that ſo con- 
tr 4dicts himſelf this, and thus ? when any 
common underſtanding by comparing 
the places, will ind them either falſely 
repreſented,” or eafily reconciled. In 
truth /Sir, I think you have ſhewed as 
little learning, or skill, or ingenuity in 
an{wering him, as any one Adverſary 
$/2at ever appeared againſt your Church , 
all 
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and eſpecially, when T. G. goes about to 
prove that he contradiats himſelf, or the 
ſenſe of the Church of England. 

R. P. But I 
charge of Idolatry were agreeable to the 
ſenſe of the Church of England, why the 
Articles of the Church do only rejet# the 
Romiſh Dottrine concernins worſhipping 
and adoration of Images, not as Idolatry, 
but as a fond thine wvainly invented and 
grounded upon no warranty of Scriptare, 
but rather repugnant to the word of God ? 
For, I perceive this ſticks much with 
T. G. and from hence he concludes Dr. 
Sr. to contradict the /exſe of it, who is 
the Champion of the Church of England. 

P. D. TI perceive T. G. kept this for a 
parting blow, after which he thought fir 
tobreath a while, having ſpent ſo many 
ſpirits 1n this encounter ; but methinks, 
his arm grows feeble, and although his 
fury beas great as ever, yet his ſtrength 
15 Hol And in my mind it doth 
not become a wan of his Chivalry, lo of- 
ten to leave his Laxce, and to run with 
open mouth upon his Adverſary, and to 
bite till his Teeth meet. For what mean 
the unhandſome refletions he makes on 
all occaſions, upon his being the Cham- 
pion of the Church of England; and the 
| H 4 Church 
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P. 10. Church of Englands having cauſe to be 
P. 162. albamed of ſuch a Champion ; and of his 


putting him in mind of his duty as the 
/ Champion of the Church, not to betray the 
Chirch he pretends to defend ? Where doth 
he ever,sſſume any ſuch zitle to himſelf? 
or ever entred the liſts, but on the ac- 
count of obedience, or upon great provo- 
cation ? The name of Champion favours 
too much of warity and offentation, 
whereas he only ſhewed how eaſily the 
Cauſe could be defended, when his /ape- 
riours firſt commanded ſuch a ftriplrzg, 
as/he then was, to undertake the deferce 
of it, But I ſhall ſet aſide thele refle- 
Qins,and come tothe point of our Ar- 
ticles ; and therein conſider, 1. What 
T. G. objects. 2. What Dr. S:. an- 
ſwered. 3. Which way the ſenſe of the 
Articles is to be interpreted. T. G. looks 
upon it as a notable obſervation, that 
the Compilers of the 39 Articles ( inwhich 
is contained the dottrine of the Church of 
England) ſufficiently in{inuate that they 
could find no ſuch command forbidding the 
Worſhip of Images, when they rejetted th2 
41oration of Images, not as Idolatry, but 


only as a fond thing vainly invented, nor as 


repugnant to the plain words of Scriptnre, 
but xs rather repugnant to the word of God ; 
| which 
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which qualification of theirs gives us 
plainly to underſtand, that they had done 
their endeavours to find ſuch a command, 
but could meet with one. To which Dr. 
Sr. gives this anſwer, that the force of 
all he faith lyes upon the words of the 
Engliſh tranſlation, whereas if he had 
looked on the Latiz, wherein they give 
account of their doCtrine to foreign 
Churches, this Criticiſa had been loſt, the 
words being mmo verbo Dei contradicit ; 
whereby it appears that rather 15 not uſed 
as a term of diminution, but of a more ve- 
hement affirmation. And what faith 
T. G. I pray to this ? 

R. P. T.G. repeats his own words at 


large, and then blames the compilers of Dial. ».55, 
the Articles for want of Grammar, if they $9, 51: 


intend the word rather to affect the words 
that follow. 

P. D. But what is all this to the La- 
tin Articles which Dr. Sz. appealed to, 
for explication of the Ez2/:/? And for 
the Love of Grammar, let T.G. tell us 
whether there be not a more vehement 
affirmation in thoſe words, 77229 verbo 
Det contradicit. Either T. G. ſhould ne- 
yer have mentioned this more, or have 
ſaid ſomething . more to the purpoſe. 
For doth he think our Biſhops and Clergy 
were 
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were not careful that their true ſenſe 
were ſet forth in the Latin Articles ? And 
theirſenſe being ſo peremptory herein and 
contrary to 7.G. 1s there not all the reaſon 
1 the world to explain the Exgliſh Arti- 
cles by the Latin, fince we are ſure they 
had not two meanings ? This 1s ſo plain, 
Fam aſhamed to ſay a word more to it. 
R. P. But T.G. is very pleaſant inde- 
{cribing the arguments Dr. Sz. brings to 
prove the Articles tO make the ny of 
Images Idolatry, becauſe it is called Ado- 
ration of Images, and ſaid to be the Ro- 
miſh Dotftrine about adoration. But after 
the Cat hath plaid with the Mouſe as 
long as he thinks fit, leaping and frisking 
with him in his claws, at laſt he falls on 
him with Iis Teeth, and hardly leaves a 
bone behind him. After he hath «/ter'd 
his arguments, and drawn them out in 
rank and file, and made one charge upon 
another, for the pleaſure of the Reader, 
he then gives him a phin and ſolid an- 
iwer; viz. by the words Romiſh dottrine 
concerning 4:oration of Images may be un- 
d-rflood either the Doitrine taught in her 
Schools, which being but the opinions of par- 
ticular perſons, 20 man tis bound to follow, 
or the dorine taught in her Councils which 
all thoſe of her communion are bo:tnd to [ub- 
Hh 
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mit to, If the Doitrine which the Churc 
of England chargeth be that which is taught 
y ſome of her Spool Drvines ( which he 
takes to be her true meaning ) this is alſo de- 
ayed ( at leaſt by thoſe very Divines who 
teach it ) tobe Idolatry. If by he Romiſh 
Do&rine be meant the Dottrine of Councils 
onned by the Church of Rome concerning 
worſhipping and adoration of Images, then 
herein ſhe 1s vindicated from Idolatry by E- 
minent Divines that have been efteemed true 
and genuine Sons of the Church of England. 
P. D. And doth this mighty effort 
come to this at laſt ? What pity it is 
T.G. had no better a Cay/ſe, he ſets this off 
{o prettily ? and dazels the eyes of his 
beholders with the duſt he ratſes, ſo that 
thoſe who do not narrowly look into his 
feats of aCtivity, would imagine him 
{till ſtanding, on heis only endeavour- 
ing to recover a fall. For 1. By Adora- 
tion of Imazes, our Church doth not 
mean that which their School Divines call 
adoration of Images, as they diſtinguiſh 
it from YVereration of them, but it means 
all that Religious Worſhip which by the 
allowed Dottrine and practice of the Roman 
Charch is given to Images. And this 1s 
juſt the caſe of the Council of Francford 
( concerning which TI hear T. G. faith 
nor 
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not one word in his laſt Book, and I 
commend him for it) the Weſter» Bi- 
ſhops condemn adoration of Images : very 
true, ſaith T.G. and Is Brethren, bt 
all this was a bare miſtake of the Nicene 
Conncil, which never approved adoration 
of Images, but only ax inferiour Worſhip; 
but Dr. S:. hath ſhewed that the Frarc- 
ford Council knew of this diſtin&tion well 
enough, and notwithſtanding their de- 
ny1ing it, the Weſtern Church did not judge 
that the worſhip which they gave to 
Images was really adoration whether the 

called it ſo or not. Juſt ſo it is wit 

the Church of England, in reference to the 
Church of Rome ; this diſtinguiſhes ado- 
ration from inferiows Worſhip, but our 
Churth owns no ſuch di/tinition, and calls 
that Religions worſhip which they give to 
Images, adoration ; and {ſuppoſing it were 
really ſo, Dr. Sr. ſaith, their own Ds- 
vines yield it to be Idolatry ; i.e. the Church 
of England calls their worſhip of Images 
adoration, Or givins Divine Worſhip to 4 
Creature, but their Divines do yield this 
is 1dolatry, and therefore the Church of 
Exzland doth charge the Church of Rome 
with [dolatry, But how ſubrilly had 
7.G, altered the whole force of the ar- 
gument ? by taking adoration not in the 
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ſenſe of our Church, but of their School- 
Dzvines, and then telling us, that ever 
thoſe School-Diwvines who teach adoration. of 
Images deny it to be Idolatry., And who- 
ever expected they ſhould. confeſs them- 
ſelves guilty ? But what is this, to the 
ſenſe of the Church of England ? where 
doth it allow ſuch a diſtinQtion of Divine 
worſhip into that which is ſaperionr and ix:- 
ferwur, or that which 1s proper to God and 
that which is not ? 2, By Romiſh Doctrine 
the Church of England doth not mean the 
doftrine of the School-dirvines ; but the 
Detitrine received and allowed in that Church 
from whence the Worſhip of Images 1s re- 
uired and praGtifed. Such kind of Wor- 
boot mean, as 1s juſtified and defended in 
common among them, without their 
School-diſtinitions ; ſuch worſbip as was re- 
quired here in the Recantation of the Lo/- 
lards as Dr. St. obſerves, I do ſwear to God 
and all his Seynts upon this Holy Goſpel, that 
fro this day forward T ſhall worſhip Images 
with praying and offering unto them tn the 
Worſhip of the Seynts that they be made af- 
ter ; ſuch Worſhip as was required here 
by the Conſtitutions of Arundel, A. D. 
' 1408. with proceſſions, genufletions, thuri- 
fications, deoſculations, oblations, burnings 
of Lights, and Pulerimages which are called 
Acts 
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Ads of Adoration ; and this Conſtitution 
was a part of the Cazon Law of England, 
which all perſons were then bound to ob- 
ſerve, or elſe might be proceeded againſt 
as Lollards, And this 1s that which Dr. 
St. inſiſts upon, was the thing condemned 
by the Arrzcles of our Church, viz. the 
Worſhip of Images which was required 
and practiſed here in Exe/a»d. And what 
reaſon have we to run to Schoot-Divines 
for the ſenſe of matters of daily practice, 
as the worſhip of Images was before the Re- 
formation? And ſo I conclude, if this be 
all T.G. in ſolong time hath had to ſay 
about this matter, (v4z. above four years 
fince Dr. $r.'s General Preface was Pub- 
Iifſhed ) he hath very unreaſonably char- 
ged him with 4d:ſſextizg from the Church 
of Erzland in this Charge of Idolatry. 
F.C. T hope you have done for this 
time; and if you catch me again loſing 
{o much time in hearing Fending and pro- 
vVing about the Church of England ; I will 
give you leave to call me Faxatick. If 
you have any thing more of this kind, 
talk it out ;your ſelves if you pleaſe. - 1 
expected to have had ſome comfortable 
_ talk with my old Friend about Liberty of 
Conſcience ; and how many precious 
hours have you loſt about the — 
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of Exzland? This will never do our buſj- 
neſs. If you pleaſe, my good Friend, 
you and I will meet in private at fuch a 
place to morrow. 

P. D. Nay Sir, let me not be excluded 
your company, ſince I am ſo accidentally 
faln into it; and have but patience to hear 
us talk out theſe matters, ſince we have 
begun them. For I hear your Friends 
Friend 7. G. hath ſaid ſome things where- 
in your Cauſe is concerned. 

F.C. I do intend for the Aud0z again to 
morrow,and if I can eafily get the Books I 
look for, I will bear you company ; other- 
wile go on with your Dzſcourſe, and I will 
come to you when I have made my Ad- 
ventures. It is poſſible I may meet with 
{ome of them to night ; for I hear them 
at Rutherford, and Gzlleſpee, and our Divi- 
zity follows juſt after the Scorch. Which 
was well obſerved by the Catalogue-maker, 
For the Covenant bound us to reform ac- 
cording to the pattern of the Church of 
Scotland. 

R. P. You intend then to meet here 
again to morrow at three of Clock, to 
purſue our Coxferexces about theſe mat- 
ters, I will not fail you ; and ſo adieu, 


Theend of the firſt Conference. 


Second Conference, 


About the conſequences of the charge of 
Idolatry. | 


P. D, Ow long have you been 
- at the Auction ? 
R.P, Above an hour ; 


for I had a great deſire 
to ſee how the Books were ſold at them. 

P. D. AndI pray what do you obſerve 
concerning the buying of Books here ? 

R. P. I find it a pretty humourſome 
thing : and ſometimes men g1ve greater 
rates for Books, than they may buy them 
for in the Shops ; and yet generally,Books 
are fold dearer here, than in any part of 
Enrope. 

I P.D; 
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P. D. What reaſon can you give for 
that ? : | 
R. P. One is, that the Scholars of Eng- 
&-:d allow themfelves greater Liberty in 
Learning than they do in foreign parts, 
where commonly only one kind of 
Learning is in eſteem in a place; but 
here a man that intends a Lzbrary, buys 
all ſorts of Books; and that makes your 
Traders in Books bring over from all 
-parts, and of all kinds, and when they 
ave them in their hands, they make the 
buyers pay for their curioſity. In /ta!y 
i 1s 4 rare thing to meet with a Greek 
Book in the Shops; -In Spain you ſee no- 
thing almoſt beſides Prayer-Books, No- 
vels, and Schoot-Divinity. At Antwerp 
and L7ozs, School-Divinity and Lives of 
the Saints are moſt ſold. At Paris in- 
deed there is greater variety. But we 
obſerve it abroad, that in the beſt Catho- 
Iick Countreys, Learning is in leaſt 
eſteem ; as in Spain and. Italy, And 
where Learning is more in vogue, as in 
France, yoy lee how ready they are to 
quarrel] with the Pope; and to fall into 
Heats and Controverſies about Religion. 
And therefore to deal freely with you, I 
am not at all pleated to ſee this eagerneſs 
ot buying of Books among you. For as 
, . bo long 
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long as Learning holds up, we fee little 
hopes of prevailing, though we and the 
Fanaticks had Lrberty of Conſcience : ſince 
upon long expertenice we find [2»oraxce 
and our Devotion, to agree as well as 
Mother and Danghter. » | 

P.D. Tamgladof any ſymptom that 
we are like to-hold im our Wits; and I 
think your obſervation ts true enough, 
I have only one thing to add to it : which 
is, that it was not Luther, or Zyinglins 
that contributed fo much to the Refor- 
mation, as Eraſ-ms ; eſpecially among us 
in Exg/and. For, Erafmns was the Man 
who awakened mens underſtandings ; 
and brought them from the F#riers Devi- 
zity to a reliſh of general Learning ; he 
by his Wit laughed down the imperious 
Ignorance of the Monks, and made them 
the ſcorn of Chriſtendom ; and by his 
Learning he brought moſt of the Latine 
Fathers to light, and publiſhed them 
with excellent Editions, and uſctul 
Notes ; by which means men of, parts 
ſet themſelves to conſider .the ancient 
Church from the Writings of the Fa- 
thers themſelves, and not from the Caro- 
#iſts and Schoo!-men. So that moſt learn- 
ed and impartial men were prepared for 
the Dot#rines of the Reformation before 
I 2 it 
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it brake forth. For it is a fooliſh thing 
to imagine that a quarrel between two 
Monks at Wittemberg ſhould make ſuch 
an alteration in-the ſtate of Chriſtendom. 
S had been tending that way 


But thin 
a good w 


ule before ; by 


the gradual re- 


ſtoration of Learning in thele Weſtern 


parts. 


The Greeks coming into Htaly aft- 
\ ter the taking of Conſtantinople,and bring- 


ing their Books with them, laid the firit 
foundation of it ; then ſome of the 
Princes of Ttaly advanced their own re- 
putation by the encouragement. they 
gave to it : from thence it ſpread into 
Germaxy, and there Reuchlin and his 
Companions joyned Hebrew with Greek ; 
from thence it came into Frazce and 


 * Enzland, When men had by this means 


attained to ſome skill in Languages, they 


* thought it neceſſary to ſearch the O14 
'and New Teſtament in their Original 


Tongues, which they had heard of, but 
few had ſeen, not above one Greet Teſda- 


then Eraſmns 


which 1 


eat being to be foundin all Germazy ; 
rints it with his Notes, 


ne took among all pious 


and learned men, and as much enraged 
the Monks and Friers, and all the faſt 
Friends to their Dulneſs and Superſtati- 
> ON, 


When men had from reading the 


Scripture 
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Scripture and Fathers formed in their 
minds a true notion of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion and of the Government and pra- 
ices of the ancient Church, and compared 
that with what they ſaw in their own 
Age, they wondred at the ditterence ; .2nd 
were aſtoniſhed to think how ſuch an 
alteration ſhould happen ; but then, 
they refleted on the Bar bariſyz of the 
foregoing Ages, the gradual encroach- 
ments of the Biſhop of Rowe, the ſuiting 
of Do&rines and practices to carry on a 
temporal Intereſt, the complyance with 
the ſuperſtitious humours of people, the 
vaſt numbers of Monks and Friers, whoſe 
intereſt lay inthe upholding theſe things; 
and when they laid theſe things together, 
they did not wonder at the-degeneracy 
they ſaw in the Chriſtian Church. All 
the difficulty was, how to recover the 
Churchqut of this ſtate ; and: this puz- 
zled the wiſeſt men among them ; ſome 
thought the ill humours were grown ſo 
natural to the Body, that it would hazard 
the ſtate of it to attempt a ſudden purg- 
ing them quite away ; and that a vio- 
lent Reformation would do more mil- 
chief than good, by popular tumults, by 
Schiſm and Sacriledge ; and although 
ſuch perſons faw the corruptions and 
I 3 wiſhed 
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wiſhed them reformed, yet conſidering 
the hazard of 2 ſudden change, they 
thought it beſt for particular perſons to 
inform the world better, and ſo by de- 


grees bring it about, than to make any 
gr big 


violent diſturbance in the Church. While 
theſe things were conſidered of by wiſer 
men, the Pope goes on to abuke the People 


_ with the trade of Trdulzences, and his 


Officers in Germany were ſo impudent in 
thisTrade, that a bold Monk at Wittenberg 
defies them, and ofa ſudden lays open the 
Cheat, and this diſcovery immediately 
fpread like Wild-fire ; and fo they went 
on from one thing to another, till the 
People were enraged at being ſo long 
and ſo grolly abuſed andTyranmzed over. 
But when Reformation begins below, it 15 
not to be expeQted that no diſorders and 
heats ſhould happen in the management 
of it ; which gave diſtaſtes to ſuch per- 
{ons ts Eraſmus was, which made hyn 
like fo ill the Wittenberg Reformation, 
and whatever was carried on by popu- 


- lar Tumults. Yet Roſizus faith, that the 


Dzke of S:x0ay before he would declare 


himſelf in favour of L«ther, asked Eraſ- 


74s his opinton concerning him, who 
zave him this anſwer, that Luther zouched 
por tio dangerous points, the Monks bellies, 

| ani 
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and the Popes Crown ; that his doitrine w.1s 
zrue and certain, but he did not approve the 
manner of his Writinz, But here in Eng- 
1nd, the Reformation was begun by the 
conſent of the Kzzg and the Biſhops, who 
yielded to the retrenchment of the Popes 
exorbitant power, and the taking away 
{ome groſſer abules in Hezry 8 's. time ; 
but 1 Edw. 6.'s time, and Q, E/zzabeths, 
when it was ſettled on the principles it 
now ſtands,there was no ſuch regard had 
to Luther, or Calvin, as to Eraſmus and 
Melantthop, whole learning and modera- 
tion were 11 greater eſteem here, than 
the fiery ſpirits of theother. From hence, 
things were. carryed with greater tem- 
per, the Church ſettled with a fucceſhi- 
cn of Biſhops ; the Liturgie reformed ac- 
cording to theancient Models ; ſome de- 
cent ceremonies retained, without the 
follies and ſuperſtitions. which were be- 
fore praQtiſed : and to prevent the ex- 
travagancies of the people in the inter- 
preting of Scripture, the moſt excellent 
Paraphraſe of Eraſmus was tranſlated in- 
to Erzliſh and ſet up in Churches ; and 
to this day, Eraſmus is in far greater 
cſteem among the Divines of our Chrcy, 
thaneither Luther, or Calvin, 


[ 4 R,P. 
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R. P. If this be true which you ſay, 
methinks your Dzvizes ſhould have a 
eare of broaching ſuch things, which do 
ſubvert the Foundation of all Eccleſiaſtical 
Authority among you, as T. G. told Dr. S?. 
the charge of Idolatry doth. For by ver- 
tue of this charge, he ſaith, zhe Church of 
England remains deprived of the lawful 
Authority to uſe and exerciſe the Power of 
Orders ; and conſequently the Authority of 
Governing, Preaching, and Adminſtring 
the Sacraments, which thoſe of the Church of 
England challenge to themſelves, as derived 
from the Church of Rome, can be no true 
and lawful jurisdiftion, but uſurped and An- 
tichriftian. ThisI aſſure you T.G. layes 
great weight upon in his late Dzalogues, 
and charges htm with Ignorance, and Ter- 
CULKſatioa, and other hard words about 
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we. 


\$0 that Ihave a mind to hear what 
you can ſay in his defence about this, 
before I touch upon the other conſequences 
which he urgeth upon this charge of 140- 
latry. 

A. D. Withall my heart. There are 
two things wherein the force of T. G.*s 
argument lyes. (1.) That which he calls 
tis undeniable Maxim of Reafon, viz. That 
20 man can give to another that which he hath 
rot himpelf. (2.)That Idolatry lays men un- 
acer 
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aer the Apoſtles excommunication, and there- 
fore are deprived of all lawful Authority to 
hfe or exerciſe the Power of Orders. 

In anſwer to theſe, two things are 
already proved by Dr. $7. (1.) That 
the ſin of the Givers doth not hinder the 
validity of Ordination. (2.) That the 
Chriſtian Church hathallowed the /aw- 
ful Authority of giving and exerciſingthe 
Power of Orders, in thoſe who have 
been condemned for 1do/atry, Which 
he proves more briefly in his Preface, and 
at large in his laft Book from the caſe of 
the Arian Biſhops. And now let any one 
judge whether T. G. had any cauſe to 
Fettor about this matter for ſo many 
pages together, as though he had either 
not underſtood, or not taken notice of the 
force of his Argument. Concerning his 
undeniable Maxime of Reaſox he obſer- 
ved, that it was the very argument uſed 
by the Dozatiſts to prove the rllity of 
Baptiſm among Hereticks : and that the 
an{wer given by the Church was, that 
the Inſtrument was not the Gzver, but the 
Firft Inſtitutor, and it the Miniſter keep 
to the I»ſtitution, the Grace of the Sacra- 
ment may be conveyed though he hath ir 
not himſelf. This Dr. Sr. thowght ve- 
ry pertinent to ſhew, that where _ 
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and Authority are conveyed by men only 
as Inſtruments, the particular default of 
ſuch perſons, as hereſe or Jdolatry, do not 
hinder the derivation of that Povey or 
Authority to them. And this he proved 
to be the ſenſe of the Chr:///:an Church in 
the Ordinations of Hereticks, It 1s true, 
he did not then ſpeak to A4»thority 1o 
much as to Power ; nor to jur'/d/ition, as 
it 15 called by the S:hoo! Divizes, lo much 
asto the validity of Ordination. But he 
proceeded upon a parity of Rerfor in 
| beth caſes; and could not imagine that 
any, perſons would ſupnole the Chriſtian 
Church would allow a vaiid:ty of Orders 
without /awful Authority to ule and 
exerciſe thoſe Orders. For in all the In- 
ſtances produced by him from the ſecond 
Conncil of Nice, wherein undeniable ex- 
amples were brought of Ordinations of 
Hereticks allowed by the ancient Fa- 
thers and Councils ( even thoſe of VVrce, 
Epheſus and Chalcedon) it was apparent 
that their Authority to uſe and exerciſe 
their po ver of Orders, was allowed as well 
as their Ordinations:: For he there ihews 
that Azatolins the Preſident of the fourt 
Conc t was ordained by D#1ſcorns in the 
preſence of #xtzches ; that many of the 
Biſhops who fat in the ſixth Conncat 
were 


(123) 
| were ordained by: Sergins, Pyrehus, Pay- 
lus and Petrus, who in that Council 
were declared Hereticks, And doth 
F. G. in earneft think this. doth, not 
prove they had/awful Authority, > W hat 
becomes then .of the 4athority of thele 
Councils ? nay, of the 4uthorrty of the 
Church it ſelf, when T araſmes there faith, 
as Dr. St. produceth him, they had zo 
other Ordinations for fifty years together. 
Doth this prove either Dr. S2.'s 72z0rance, 
or tergiverſation ? Is not this rather 
plain and convincing evidence that the 
Chriſtian Church did allow, not barely 
the validity of Ordination by Hereticks, 
but the /awful Authority to nſe and exer- 
ciſe the Power of Orders 2 Whuch he 
likewiſe proves by the Greek Ordinations 
allowed by the Church of Rome ; by 
which he doth not mean the wvaz7/drty 
of the bare Orders, but all that Power and 
Authority which is conſequent upon 
them. For can any man be fo ſenſlels 
to think, that the Church of Rome only 
allowed the Sacrament of Orders among 
the Greeks, without any Authority to 
excommunicate Or abſolve ? What mean 
then theſe horrible clamours by T G. 
of Dr. St.'s Ionorance, intolerable miſtake, 
{hanefl er7075, tergtverſation, and what 
nor ? 
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not ? becauſe he ſpeaks only to the valid;- 


ty of Ordination , and not to the lawfd 


Authority of exerciſins the Power of Or- 
ders, Whereas the contrary appears 
by that very Preface about which theſe 


- outcries are made by E,W.land T. G. 


Dza!. p. 
132, 
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What imgenuity 1s to be expected from 
theſe men, who deny that which they 
cannot but ſee ? | 

R. P. But T. G. gives this for a 
Taſte, not only what candour and 
ſincerity, but what Skill in Church-Afﬀairs 
you are to expett in the reſt from Dy. St, 
which ſurely he would never have 
done, if he had ſpoken to the point. 

P: D. You may think as you pleaſe 
of him ; I only tell you the matter of 
fac, and then do you judge where the 
candour and fixcerity, where the 5kill in 
Church affairs lies. "3 

-R. P. But is it not an undeniable Ma- 
xime, that no man can give to another, 
that which he hath not himſelf ? and there- 
fore it lies open to the conſcience of every 
man, that if the Church of Rome be guil- 
ty of Hereſy, much more, if guilty of Ido- 
latry ; it falls under the Apoſtles excom- 
munication, Gal. 1. 8. and ſo remains de- 
prived of the lawful Authority to nfe a1 
exerciſe the power of Orders, and conſe- 

| quently 


XU 


(125) 
quently the Authority of Goverging , 
Preaching, &c. This you ſee bids fair 
towards the ſubverſion of all lawful Autho- 
rity in the Church of England, if the 
Church of Rome were guilty of Idolatry 


when the Schiſm began ; becauſe excom- 


municated perſons being deprived of all 
lawful Authority themſelves can give none 
to others ; and if” thoſe others take any up- 
on them, it muſt be uſurped and unlawful. 

P. D. This is the terrible argument 
which T. G. producesagain in 7rinmph, 
as though nothing were able to ſtand 
before it : and yet in my mind 7. G. him- 
ſelf hath mightily weakened it by yield- 
ing the YValdity of Ordinations made by 
Hereticks or Idolaters. For, if no man 
can give that which he hath wot ; how can 
thoſe give power and Authority who have 
0ne ? But the Power of Orders doth ne- 
cellarily carry Authority along with it ; 
For it is part of the Formof Orders in the 
Roman Church, Accipe ſpiritum ſan(tum, 
Quornm remiſeritis, &c. So that a power 
to excommunicate and abſolve is given by 
vertue of the very Form of Orders ; and 
your Divipes ſay, the Form is not com- 
pleat without it. But then, I pray, re- 
ſolve me theſe Queſtions. Is not a 
power to. excommunicate and abſolve a 
part 
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part of that juriſai#ion which T. G: 
doth diſtinguiſh from the bare power of 
Oraers ? | 

R. P. Yes, without doubt. 

P. D. Is not this power given by the 
very Form of Orders in your Church ? 

R. P. Yes, but what then ? 

P.D. Doth not the Conrcil of Trext 
ſay the charafter is imprinted npon ſaying 
thoſe words, Accipe ſpiritum ſanttum, &Cc, 

R. P. What would you be at ? 

P. D. Is the charatter of Orders given 
by words that ſignifie nothing, and carry 
no effect along with them ? 

R. P. Nocertainly. 

P. D. Then theſe words have their 
effett upon every man that hath the 
power of Orders. 

R. P. And what then ? 

P.D. Then every one who hath the 
power of Orders, hath the power to excom- 
2zunicate and abſolve. 

R. P. Beit o. 

P.D. But the power to exconmmunicate 
and abſolve is a part of juriſdiction, there- 
fore; a power of Orders carries a power of 
uriſdiftion along with it ; and conſe- 
quently valid Ordinatios muſt ſuppoſe 
lawful, Authority to aſs and exerciſe the 


power of excommunicationand abſolution. 
R.P, 
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R.P. In the name of T.G. I deny 
that. 

P. D. Hold alittle; you are denying 
the concluſion. Conſider again what 
=: deny. Do you deny thus power to 

wen 1n your Orders ? 
. P. No. 

P. D. Do you deny this power to be 
part of juriſdittion ? 2 

R. P. No. | 

P. D. Then this power of juriſdiition 
1s given wherever the Orders are val;d. 

R. P. This cannot be ; for T. G. com- 
plains over and over of Dr. S?.*s ;2no- 
rance, wilful and intol-rable miſtake, unbe- 
coming a Writer of Controverſies, for not 
diſtinguiſhing between the validity of 
Ordination, and the power of Furiſdidtion, 
which he would never have done, if one 
had carried the other along with it. 

P.D.Do not tell me, what 7.G. would, 
or would not havedone. TI rtell you what 
he hath done ; and judge you now with 
what advantage to himſelf. 

R. P. But T.G. is again up with his 
unaeniable Maxim, that none can give to 
another what he hath not himſelf : and 
= he thinks will carry him through 
all. | 


PD 
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P.D. TI tell you that very Maxim 
overthrows the val;diry of Ordinations as 
he ap lyes it. For if the YValiaity of Or- 
ders doth ſuppoſe Authority to be con- 
veyed ; and there can be no ſuch 4utho- 
rity givenin the caſe of Idolatry : then the 
Power of Orders is taken away as well as 
Furiſdition. Belides, Is not the Power 
of giving Orders a part of that /awful Au 
thority which belongs to Biſhops ? 

R. P. Ido not underſtand you. 

P. D. Can any man give Orders with- 
out a Power to doit ? 

R. P. No. 

P. D. Is not that Power a part of Epi- 

ſcopal Authority ? 

R. P. YES 

 P. D. How thencan there be a power 
of giving Orders without Authority ? 

R. P. Now you ſhew your Tenorarce. 
Donot you know that there is an zzde/:bWe 
charafter imprinted in the Soul by the 
Power of Orders, which no a&@ of the 
Church can hinder a Biſhop from giving 
in the Sacrament of Orders, or a Prieſt 
from receiving ; but juriſdi:on 1s quite 
another thing, that 1s derived from the 
Church, or rather from the Pope who is 
the fountain of juriſdiction ; and this may 

be ſuſpended or taken away, | 
P.D, 
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P; D. IT cry you mercy Sir. I was 
not bred up in your Schools ; this may be 
currant doQrine with you ; bur I aſſure 
yow I find no footſteps of - it either in 
Scripture or Fathers, and it I be not much 
miſ-informed, ſome of your greateſt D:- 
vines areof my mind; I ſeeall this out- 
cry of T. G.*s concerning Dr. St.'s Igno- 
rance comes at laſt to this Myſterie of the 
Indelible Charatter imprinted in the ſoul by 
the Sacrament of Orders, which takes Or- 
dination to be valid, but gives no Author:- 
ty or Juriſdiction. 1 = make me a 
little better acquainted with this chara- 
der ; for at preſent, I can neither read, 
nor underſtand it. | 


.» R.P. Yes, yes, This you would be 
alwayes at, to make us explain our 


School-notions, for you to fleer and to 
mock at them. 

' P.D.But this I perceive is very material 
to prevent ztolerable errour and miſtake ; 
and for all that you know I may come to 
be a Writer of Controverſies, and then I 
would not be hooted at for my lgnorance 
nor have the boyes point at me in the 
Streets and ſay, There goes a man that 
doth not underſtand the charader : which 
in my mind would ſound as ill, as fay- 
ing there goes one that cannot read 
K tus 
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his A.B. C.. -Ebeſeech;you Sir, tell me 
what this 7delible Charadter is ; for to: 
tell.you truth, L have heard of it before, 
but never met with one who could tell 
what 1t-was. ' . 

R, P. Yes, that is it ;. you will not 
believe a thing, unleſs one can tell you 
what it is, Why, it is a mark or a ſeat 
imprinted. in the ſoul by the Sacrament of 
Orders that 6an never be blotted out ; and 
therefore Ordization is valid, becauſe it 
re-oraination were allowed, oze charafter 
would be put upon another, and fo the firſt 
would be b/ofted out. Do not you un- 
deritand it now ? | | 

P. D. I ſuppoſe altogether. as well 
as you. Is # a Phyſical kind of thing, 
juſt hke the ſtrokes of a pen upon pa- 
per ; or rather as the graving of a'Car- 
ver upon Sroze, lo artificially done that it 
can never be taken out whule it contt- 
nues whole-; or is it only a »oral rela- 
tive thing depending upon divire inſti 
t4tion, and only on the account of di- 
ftinQion called a Charadter ? 

R-P., Without doubt it 1s an abſolute 
thing, but whether to call it a habit, or a 

ower ; whether it be a quality, of the 
#r/t,or the ſecond, or the third, or fourth 
kind, that ous Divines are not agreed 
| upon ; 


(131) 
upon : and ſome _—_ itis a ew kind of 
quality : nor whether it be imprinted on 
the cſſexce or powers of the ſoul ; andifin 
the Faculties, whether in the Underſtand: 
ing or Wit; but it is enough for us to 
believe, that there is really ſuch an ab- 
ſolute indelible Charatter imprinted on the 


' foul ; from whence that Sacrament can 


never be reiterated which doth imprint a 
Charafter as that of Orders doth; 

P. D. Tam juſtas wile by all this ac- 
count as I was before. For the onl 
reaſon of the point 1s, it muſt needs 
be 1o; 

R. P. Yes, the Church hath declared 
it in the Conntilof Trext, and that is in- 
ſtead of all reaſons to us. | 

P. D. But what is this to Dr. Ss. ? 
Muſt he be upbraided with 7g:orarce, er- 
rour and tergiverſation, becaule he doth 
not believe the 1delible charatfter on the 


Authority of the Council of Trent ? 


R, P. No ; that is not the thing, but 
becauſe he did not underſtand the difte- 
rence between the Power of Order, and 
quriſdiction. | 

P. D. Are you ſure of that? If I do 
not forget, he hath this very diſtinCtiorn 
in that peſtilent Book called [rericum, 
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which T. G. hits him in the teeth with» 
on all occaſions. | 

R. P. But he did not, or would not 
underſtand it here. 

P, D: Yes, he knew it well enough; 
but he thought if he proved the /al:dity 
of Ordination, he proved the /awfulneſs of 
Authority and Furiſdiftion ; becauſe the 
giving Orders is part of Charch Authority, 
and-Authorityis received in taking Orders ; 
and the Church never allowed one, but 
it allowed the other alſo. If you have 
any thing more to ſay about this matter, 
Iamwilling to hear you, but as yet I ſee 
no reaſon for 7. G.*sclamours about ſuch 
a miſtake in Dr. Sz. , for I think the mi- 
ſtake lay nearer home. | 

R. P. But E. W. publickly reproved Dr. 
St. for this miſtake, and yet after that he 
goes on to confirm his former anſwer with 
ntw proofs and Teſtimonies, that Biſhops or- 
dained by Idolaters were eſteemed waltaly 
ordained, and doth not ſpeak one word in an- 
ſer to what was objected by T. G. viz. that 
the Engliſh Biſhops muſt want lawful au- 
thority to exerciſe the power of Orders, if 
their firſ# Ordainers were Idolaters. And 
EW. calls it an intolerabl: miſtake, and 
1.\G. ſaith, he hath heard hz was a main 
; man 
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241 eſteemed for his Learning Aﬀter repeat- 
ing the words of E. W. at length 7. G. 
very mildly adds, as if he were wholly in- 
ſenſible of the groſs and intolerable errour 
E. W. taxed him: with, he runs again into 
the ſame - ſhameful miſtake ; But faith 
'T. G. Are the Power of giving Orders and 
lawful Authority to give them, ſo eſſentially 
linked to each other, that they cannot be ſe- 
parated ? May not a Biſhop or Prieſt ze- 
maining ſo, be deprived of all lawful Au- 
thority to exerciſe their Funttions, for ha- 
ving faln into Hereſie or Idolatry ? And if 
they have none themſelves, can they grve it 
to other's ? | | 
.P, D. On whole {ide rhe 7iztolerable 
miſtake lyes, will be beſt ſeen, by examin- 
ing the force of what T. G. faith (asto 
'F,W, the matter is not great) which 
lyes I ſuppoſe in this, that thoſe who do 
fall into Idolatry or Hereſie may ordain wa- 
lidly ; tor, faith he, from E/ti1rs, mo crime, 
or cenſure ſoever can hinder the Validity of 
Ordination by a Biſhop ; but he may be de- 
prived of any lawful Authority to do it, and 
therefore cannot convey this lawful Anthec- 
rity to others ordained by him. From hence 
T.G. laith, zo crime can hinder the Validity 
of Ordination ; but Tdolatry, he faith, doth 
#pſo fatto deprive Biſhops of the Authority 
K 3 0 
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of exerciſing Orders, or conveying Jurifdt« 
(tion ; and therefore though the Ordination 
of the Biſhops of England may be walid, 
yet their juriſdiction cannot be lawful, and 
ſo the Foundation of their Authority is ſub- 
wverted by the charge of Idolatry. I hope 
you will allow this tabe the force of all 
that T. G. ſaith. 

R. P. Yes ; now you have hit upon 
his right meaning. | 
 P, D. Letusthenconfider more cloſe- 
ly, on which ſide the wi/ftake lay ; which 
will be diſcerned by this, whether we 
are to follow the Modern Schools, or the 
Judgement of Antiquity inthis matter. For 

Dr. $S:. ſpake according to the {enſeand 
practice of Antiquity, and T.G. accord- 
ing to the modern notions and diſtinitions 
of their Schools, Tt is true, their School- 
»en have ſo diſtinguiſhed the power of 
Order and Turiſdittion, that they make 
the one todepend upon an izdelible unin- 
z<Uligtble charatter, which no crime can 
hinder having its valid effe&t : but that 
Juriſdiction, or the right of excommuni- 
cation and abſolution may be ſuſpended 
or taken away. Since the Councils of 
Florence and '[ rext this Dodrize of the 
indelible Character given in Orders, is not 
tO be diſputed among them; and _ 

Ore 
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fore they hold the charadter to remain 
wherever Orders are received in the dus 
form ; but then they Jay this character 1s 
capable of ſuch reſtraints by the Power of 
the Church, that it remains like Ar:ffotles 
firſt matter, a dull and unattive thing till 
the Church give anew Form to it, and 
this they call . the Power of juri/a:&ion. 
Bug thet all this, is ew dodrine in the 
Church anda late Moxkiſh invention, will 
appear by theſe conſiderations. 

(1.) How long it was before this 
doctrine was received in the Church by 
the confeſſion of their own Schootmer. 
Scotres, and Biel, and Cajetan, ( n6 incon- 
{iderable men in the Roman Church ) do 
confels, that the dattrine of the Character 
imprinted in the foul can neither be proved 
from Scripture, nor Fathers, but only from 
the Authority of the Church, and that not 
very ancient neither. And Moriars 
takes notice that it was not {ou much as 
mentioned by P. Lombard, or Hugo de 
Santto Vittore + although they debate 
thoſe very Lrne/tions which would have 
required their expreſſing it, it they had 
known any thing of it. 

(2.) How many of their Schooler 
"who do acknowledge the charafer of 
Prief hood, yet make the power of Orders 
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to belong to juriſdiction, lo Albertus Mag 
»4s and others cited. by Morinus ; but 
Alex. Alenſis carries this point fo far, that 
he faith, that becauſe of the indelible cha- 
ratter of Prieſthood, the power can never 
be taken from a Prieſt, but only the executi- 
0n of it ; But in a Biſhop there is no new 
charatter imprinted, and therefore in the 
degrading him, not only the execution, but 
the Power of Giving Orders is taken away. 


And Scotus ſaith, if a Biſhop'be excommu- 


nicated, he lofeth the power of giving Orders ; 
if Epiſcopacy be not a diſtinit Order ; as you 
know many of the Schoohnen hold. And 
Morinus grants, that if Epiſcopacy be not 
a diftintt Order, but a larger commiſſion, the 
power of Biſhops may be fo limited by the 
Church, as not only to hinder them from a 
lawful Authority, but from a power of Act- 
ing; ſo that what they ao, carries no validity 
along with it. 


(3.) How many before the dayes of 


the Schooler were of. opinion that the 
cenſures of the Church did take away the 
power Of Orders? Gratian holds it moſt 
agreeable to the DoiZrine of the Fathers, 
that a Biſhop degraded hath no power to:;give 
Orders, although he hath to Baptize ; only 
for S. Augnſtines fake, he thinks, they 
may diſtinguiſh between the Power = 
ric 
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the execution of it. Gl. Pariſienſis ſaith, 
that Biſhops depoſed can confer wo Order, be- 


cauſe the Church hath the ſame power in grd.c. 1. 


taking away, which it hath in giving, and the 
zntention of” the: Church 1s to take away their 
Power. _ If what T.G. aſſerts, had been 
alwayes the ſenſe of the Church, I deſire 
him to reſolve me theſe Queſtions. 
1. Why Pope Lucins 3.'did re-ordain 
thoſe who had been ordained by Offawis- 
rus 'the Anti-pope ? \2. Why Urban 2. 
declared 'Nezelon or Wecilo an excommu- 
nicate Biſhop of Mets to have no power 
of giving Orders ? and:that upon[.. G,”s 
own Maxim, T hat which a man hath not, he 
cannot giue to another ;; becauſe he wias 
ordained by Hereticks. 3. Why the $- 
20d of  Qujntilinberg under Greg. 7. de- 
clared all Ord:nations to be Null which 
were made by Excommunicated Biſhops? 
4. Why Leog. ina Sywd voided all S:- 
moniacal Ordinations ? 5. Why Stephi- 
156. re-ordained thoſe which were or- 
dained by Formoſus ? ' 6. Why Hrincma- 
74s Te-ordained thoſe who had been or- 
dained by Ebbo, becauſe he had been 4c- 
poſed ! 7. Why Stephanus 4. re-oxdain- 
ed thoſe who had received Orders from 
Pope Conſtantine? 8. Why the Ordina- 
tions made by Photizs weredeclared ul! ? 


To 
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To name no more. If this had been al. 
ways the ſenſe of the Chriſtian Church, 
that the Power of Orders 1s ixdelzble, but 
not that of jurifaidtion, I defire T.G. to 
give an anſwer to 'thoſe Queſtions ; 
which, I fear, will involve ſeveral Heads 
of his Church under that which he calls 


in Dr. St. an intolerable miſtake. Did lo 


many Popes know no better this diſtin- 
-Qtion between the Yalidity of Ordinati- 
on, and the Power of Jariſdiition ?\ Iam 
ſorry to ſee T. G. 10 magiſterial and con- 
fident, ſo inſulting over Dr. $, as be- 
traying ſo much z2zorarce as doth not 
become a Writer of Controverſies, when 
all-the while, he doth only expoſe his 
own. But alas! This 1s the-current 
Diwinity of the Modern Schools ;, and 
what obliges them to look into the opi- 
nions of former Ages ? Yet methinks a 
-man had need to look about him, before 
-he upbraids another with gro/s and into- 
lerable errors, leſt at the ſame time he 
prove the guilty perſon; and then the 
charge falls back far more heavily on 
himfelf. 

( 4.) Thoſe who did hold the Yalid:- 
ty of Ordizations did it chiefly on the ac- 
count of the due Form that was obſer- 
ved, whoever the Per/ozs were ; whe- 
| they 
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ther Hereticks, or Excommunicated-per- 
ſons, For after all the heats and diſputes 
which hapned in the Chnrch about this 
matter, the beſt way they found to re- 
ſolve it was to obſerve; the ſame courſe 
which the Church had done in the Ba- 
ptiſm of Hereticks : viz. to allow that 
Baptiſm which was adminiſtred in due 
form , although thole who adminiſtred 
it were Hereticks. Thence Prepoſitivas, 
as he is quoted by Morinzus, ſaith, That 
a Heretick hath power to adminiſter all the 
Sacraments as long as he obſerves the Form 
of the Church, d not only ſuch a one 
as received Epiſcopal Orders in the Church 
himſelf, but thoſe who do derive a ſuc- 
. ceſſion from ſuch : as appears from Ta- 
raſins -1n the ſecond Council of Nice, 
where he ſaith, That five Biſhops of Con: 
ſtantinople ſucceſſively were Hereticks , 
and yet their Ordinations were allowed 
by the Church : to the ſame purpoſe 
{peak others, who are there produ- 
ced by the ſame learned Author. Let 
theſe conſiderations be laid together and 
the reſult will be, 1. Either Dr. Sr. was 
not guilty of az 7ztolerable error and 
miſtake 1n this matter, or ſo many infal- 
lible Heads of the Church were guilty of 
the ſame. 2. It was believed for ſome 
ages 
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ages in the Roman Church, that the cey- 
fares of the Church did take away the 
Power of Orders, 3. T. G.'s diſtinQtion 
as tothe foundation of it in the 7zdelible 
Charatter off Orders 15a novel thing, and 
acknowledged by their own D:v:zes to 
have no Foundation either in Scripture 
or Fathers, 4. Theground afligned by 


thoſe who held the validity ot Ordizmation 


by Hereticks, will hold for the Author:- 
ty of exerciſing the Power of Orders, if 
not actually taken away by the Cer/ſures 
of the Church. For every man hath the 
wer which is given him, till it be ta- 
en from him ; every one that receives 
Orders according to the Form: of the 
Church hath a power given him to excom- 
municateand abſolve,therefore every ſuch 
perſon doth enjoy that power, till it be 
taken from him. For asT have already 
{hewed, this is part of the Form of Orders 
im the Roman Church, Accipes Spiritum 
Sanftum, Quorum rem: ſeritis, &c. and the 
Council of Trent determines the character 
to be imprinted upon theuſe of theſe 
words: therefore this power of juriſaitti- 
01s conveyed by the due Form of Orders, 
from whence it unavoidably follows thar 
every one who hath had the due Form of 
Okders, hath had this Power conveyed to 
| him, 
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him, and what power he hath, he muſt 
enjoy till it be taken away. | 

R. P. But T.G. faith, That Excommu- 
nication by the Apoſtles ſentence doth it , 
Gal. 1.8: 

P. D. This is indeed a piece of zew 4o- 
Atrine, and afruit of T.G.*'s Mother-wit , 
and which I dare ſay, he received neither 
from Schoolmen nor Fathers, For it in- 
|  yolves ſuch miſchievous conſequences in 
| it as really overthrow all Authority in 

the Charch. For by this ſuppoſition, in 
caſe any Biſhop falls into Hereſie or 1do- 
latry , he 1s ipſo facto excommunicated by 
St. PauPs. ſentence, and conſequently 
hath no Authority to exercile the power of 
Orders, and ſoall who derive their power 
from him have-no /awful Authority , or 
Juriſdiftion. TI do wonder in all this 
time T. G. did no better reflect upon 
this aſſertion and the conſequences of it, 
and rather to thank Dr. Sr. that he took 
no more notice of it, than upbraid him 
with 7ntolerable error and miſtake, 1 
will put a plain caſe to you to ſhew you 
the 11] conſequence of this aflertion to 
the Church of Rome it ſelf. Dr. St. hath 
proved by undeniable evidence , that 
the Arians were looked on and condem- 
ned as Idolaters by the Primitive Church - 
an 
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and T. G. doth not deny it ; and what 
now if we find an 4riaz among the Bz- - 
ſhops of Rome, and from whom the /#c- 
ceſſron is derived ? He muſt ſtand excom- 
municated by vertue of the Apoſtles ſen- 
tence, and therefore hath no Authority to 
ive Orders, and fo all the Authority in 
the Church of Rome 1s loſt, The caſe I 
mean is that of Liberizs; who ſhewed 
himſelf as much an Ar:az, as any of the 
Arian Biſhops did, for he ſubſcribed their 
confeſſion of Faith , and joyned in com- 
munion with them. St. Hierom ſaith 
more than once, That he ſubſcribed to 
Hereſie ; the Pontifical Book faith , he 
communicated with Hereticks; Marcelli- 
aus and Fauſtinus lay, That he renounced 
the faith by his _— - yea more 
than this, H;/ary denounced an Aathe- 
24 againſt him and all that joyned with 
him : and Baroxizs conteſſeth he did com: 
municate with the Arians, which is ſuffi 
ent to our purpoſe. Then comes T. G. 
upon him, with St. PauPs ſentence of ex- 
communication; and ſo he loſeth all 4«- 
thority of exerciſing the power of Orders, 
and conſequently that Authority which 
is challenged in the Church of Rome be- 
ing derived fram him is all loſt. And 
now judge who ſubverts the foundation of 
Eccleſiaſtical 
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Eccleſiaſtical Authority moſt ; T. G. or 
Dr. $z. : yet it falls out unhappily, hat 
_ Pet. Damiani mentions theſe very Ordi- 
ations of Liberius the Heretick (ſo he 
calls him) to ſhew how the Church did 
allow Ordinations made by Hereticks. 
But this is notall; forby all that I can 
find, if this principle of 7, G. be allow- 
ed, no man can be ſure there is any 
lawful Eccleſiaſtical Authority left in the 
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world. For who can tell what {cre 


 Tdolaters or Hereticks there» might be 


among thoſe Biſhops from whom that 


Authority is derived ? This we are ſure 
of, that the Arian Biſhops poſſeſſed moſt 
of the Eaſtern Churches and made Ordina- 
7ions there : and the Weſtern Biſhops in 
the Council of Ariminum did certainly 
comply with them : as 15 now plain from 
Marcellinus and Fauſtinus , whole Book 
was publiſhed by Sirmondus at Paris; 
where S»lpitizs Severus Iaith, more than 
four hundred Weſter Biſhops were pre- 
ſent; who were all excommunicated by 
T. G.'s principle ; and what now be- 


comes of all Eccleſiaſtical Authority ? But 
Dr. S:. hath ſhewed that the Chriſtian 
Church was wiſer, than to proceed upon 
7.G.'s principle, 

tick Teſtimonies © 


young from Authen- 
Antiquity , that the 
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Arian Ordinations were allowed by the 
Church, although the Arias were con- 


. demned for [dolaters. 


©R. P.. Yes, T.G. faith, That Dr. St. 
was reſolved to go on in the ſame track 
feill, and to prove that the At it ſelf of 
Ordination is not invalid in caſe of the 
[avlatry of the Grvers, which was never 
denied by his Adverſary. | 

P. D. How 1s it poſlible to fatisfie 
men who are reſolved to cavil? -Doth 
not |Dr. St. by that inſtance of the 4r7- 
an |Biſhops evidently prove , that the 
Authority of giving Orders was allowed 
by the Chriſt:an Church at that time, and 
that which he calls their juri/aition as 
well as the power of Orders ? becauſe no- 
thing more was required from the 4r-- 
an Biſhops but renouncing Arian;/m and 
{ubſcribing the Nzcere Creed ; and thus 
for all that I can fee by T.G.'s princi- 
ple, they ſtill remained under St. PauPs 
excommunication, and 10 Eccleſiaſtical Au- 
thority 1s all gone with them. 

R. P. But do not you think that 
Dr. St. had ſome ſecret deſizz in all this 
really 70 ſubvert the Authority of the 
Church of Enzland? For T.G. lays together 
ſeveral notable things to that purpoſe 
to,make it appear that he purpoſely de- 
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clined defending the Eccleſpaftical Authority 
of the Church of England : I aſſure you it 
15a very politick Diſcourſe, and hath ſe- 
veral deep fetches init. - Firſt, he begins 
with his Irenicum , and there he lays the 
Foundation, that the Government may be 
changed. 2. The Book was reprinted ſince 
the Biſhops were reeſtabliſhed by Law, 
3. He perſwades the Biſhops i# that Book 
to reduce the form of Church Government 
zo its primitive State and Order, by 'reſto- 
ring Presbyteries under them, &e. 4.. When 
this would not Ho, he charges the Church of 
Rome with Idolatry, and-makes this the 
fenſe of the Church of England, to make 
her contribute to the ſubverſion of her own 
Authority. $5. When T. G. told him of 
the conſequence of this, he paſſed it by, as 
if he ſaw it not, and trifled with his Ad- 
verſary about the validity of Ordination. 
6. When E. W. endeavoured to bring him 
to this point, he ſtill declined it, and leaves 
'Epiſcopacy to ſhift for it ſelf. And after 
all theſe T. G. thinks, he hath found oat 
the Mole that works under ground. 
 -P. D. A very great DiſcoverylI aſſure 
you ! and F.'G. deſerves a greater Ie- 
ward than any common -Mole-catchers 
do. But I never liked fuch' Politick In- 

formers; for if people are more dull and 

quiet 
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uiet than they would have them , 
Hoy make plots for them to keep up 
their / reputation and intereſt, The 
muſt] have always ſomething to whi 
r in Great Mens Ears, and to fill their 
eads with deſigns which were never 
thought of ; by which means they tor- 
ment them with unreaſonable _ 


_ 


ons, and ze over them ra 
Pretence of kindneſs. Juſt thus doth 
T. G.doby the Governoaxrs of our Church : 
he would fain perſwade them, thatthere 
is one Dr. Sz. who hath undertaken to 
defend the Church, but doth carry ona 
very ſecret and fubtile deſign to ruine 
deſtroy it. If they ſay, they do not 
believe it ; he ſeems to pity them for 
their incredulity and weakneſs, and en- 
deavours to convince them, by a long 
train of his own inventions; and if they 
be ſo eaſie to hearken to it, and to re- 
gard his inſfinuations, then he flatters 
and Fae them as the only Friends 
to the Church, when in the meantime 
he really /axghs at them as a ſort of 
weak men, who can be impoſed upon 
 - any mant who pretends to be a Friend, 
-although even in that he doth them and 
the Church the greater miſchief. I can- 
pot \belicve fuch kind of cs ” 
thele 
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theſe cati preyail upon any one mani of 
ra in our Church, againſt a 
perſon who Jah at leaſt endeayoured 
js utmoſt to defend it. But ſince T. G. 
talks ſo politickly about rheſe mat- 
ers, I will convince you by one ar- 
gument of common prudence, thar if 
2r.Sr. bea man of common ſenſe, (much 
more if he be ſo politick and deſigning 
as T. G. repreſents him) all theſe ſug- 
geſtions muſt be both falſe and fooliſh, 
For that whichall deſigning men aim ar; 
is their own intereſt and advantage : 
Now can any man that hath common 
ſenſe left in him, imagine that Dr. $7. 
can aim at any greater advantage by 
ruining the Church than by preſerving it ? 
Are not his cixcumſtances more conſide- 
rable in the Church of Exgland than ever 
he can hope they ſhould be, if it were 
deſtroyed ? They who would perſwade 
others that he carries on ſuch a /ccrer 
deſign , muſt ſuppoſe him to be next to 
an Jdeot, and ſuch are not very dange- 
rous Politicians. . But what is it then 
ſhould make hini a& fo much againft 
his intereſt ? It can be nothing but folly 
or malice. But I do not find they 
have taxed him of any malice to the 
Church of England, - of any — 
2 or 
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for it which the Chxrch hath given 
him , if he were diſpoſed to it. Why 


, .. then ſhould any be fo ſenſeleſs 'them- 


ſelves, or ſuppoſe others to be ſo, as to 
g0 about to poſſeſs men with an opi- 
nion of an underground plot Dr. Sr. is 
carrying on, not only to blow up the 
Thames , but the riſing Fabrick of St. 
Pals too : 2. e. to ruine and deſtroy him- 
{elf? It he be a Fool, he is not to be feared; 

if he benot, he 1s not to be miſtruſted. 
R. P. But what fay you to T. G.'s 
proofs ? Do you obſerve the ſeveral Mole- 
hills nhich he hath caft up; and 1s not that 
a ſign he works un-derground ? What fay 

you to his Trenicum inthe firſt place ? 
P.D. I will tell you freely; I believe 
there are many things in it , which if 
Dr. Sz. vzere to write now, he would 
not have ſaid ; For there are ſome things 
which ſhew Is youth, and want of due 
confideration : others whuch he yielded 
too |far in hopes of gaining the difſent- 
ins[Parties' to the Church of Enzland; 
but upon the whole matter 'I am fully 
ſatiShed the Book was written with a 
deſign to ſerve the Church of England : 
and\ the defign of it, I take to be this; 
that among us there was no neceflity of 
entring upon nice and {ubtile diſputes 
| about 
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about a ſtriQ jus divinum of Epiſcopacy, 
luch as makes all other Forms of Go- 
vernment lawful; but it was ſuffici- 
ent for us, if it were proved to be the 
molt ancient and agreeable to Apoſtol:- 
cal practice, and moſt accommodate to 
our Laws and Civil Government; and 
there could be no pretence againſt fub- 
mitting to it, but the demonſtrating its 
unlayfulneſs, which he knew was 1mpol- 
{ible to be done. And for what propo- 
fals he makes about tempering Ep:ſco- 
pacy, they were no other than what 
King Charles 1. and Mr. T horzdike had 
made before lum ; and doth 7. G. think 
they deligned to ruize the Church of Eng- 
{and ? Andas long as he declared this to 
be the deſign of his Book both at the 
beginning and concluſion of it, ſuppole 
he were miſtaken in the means he took, 
muſt ſuch a man be preſently condein- 
ned as one that aimed at the ru/ze and 
aeſtruction of the Church? . 
R.P.But T.G.faith,he tcndred it to conft- 
aeration after Epiſcopacy was reſetled by Law. 
P. D. That is as true as others of his 
ſuggeſtions. The Book was Printed 
__ things were unſctled, and was n- 
tended to remove the violent prejudices 
of the diſſenting party againſt Epiſcopal 
* 2  Govern- 
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Goverimeyt ; and I have heard, did eons 
fiderable ſervice that way, at leaſt ina 
Neiehbour Kingdom, and it _—_— 
to be reprinted afterwards, with the 
ſame Title it had before. But what 
then ? Do not Bookſellers look on Books 
as their own, and do what they pleaſe 
with them, without the Authors conſent 
or approbation ? Hath he ever Preached 
or Written any DoQrine ſince, contra- 
ry tothe ſenſe of the Churchof England ? 
Hath he made any party or faction to 
the diſturbance of the Peace of the 
Chuych ? Hath he not conformed to its 
Rules, obſerved its Offices, obeyed his 
Superiours, and been ready to defend its 
Cauſe: againlt Adverſaries of all ſorts ? 
And/can matte it ſelf after all this faſten 
ſuch a cakzamny upon him, that he i a 
ferret enemy to the Church of England, and 
deſigns to ruine and deſtroy it ? I remem- 
ber a poor Ergliſhnan in Amboyna bei 
cruelly tormented by the Durch; an 
finding nothing he could ſay would per- 
ſwade his Tormentors to releaſe him 
( and he faid any thing that he thought 


would prevail with them) at laſt hg 


prayed God, that he might tell them 
Probable Lies... T would adviſe T. G. the 
pext time he goes a Mole-catching Arr 


=. 
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find out Probable Plots , otherwiſe he 
will loſe all the reputation of an Izformer 
and Diſcoverer. But I can hardly tell, 
whether his Plot or his Proofs were the 
worſe; for as there appears no likeli 
hood in the Plot, fo there is no evidence 
in the Proofs. There being nothi 
pretended fince the Trexicum, but this 
charge of Idolatry, and that hath been ſuffi- 
ciently cleared already, by ſhewing that 
it doth not ſubvert the Authority of the 
Church of Epgland. 

R. P. Let us now, if you pleaſe, pro- 
ceed to the other de 
of this charge, as they are muſtered 
by T.G.: Onels, That it overthrows the 
Article of the Holy Catholick Church. 

P. D. That 1s ſomething indeed ; 
what! doth it take away an Article of 
the Creed? Nay then, it is time to look 
about us. But how I pray ? 

R.P. I will tell you how. If the 
Church hath been guilty of Inolatry , 
(1. ) Then ſhe hath required and enjoyned 
Jaolatry, for many hundreds of years paral- 
tel to the Heathens. (2. ) Then Maho- 
met had more wiſdom and power to carry 
on his defizs than the Son of God, for his 
followers have been preſerved from it by 
the grounds he laid above a thouſand years. 
L4 ( 3+ ) Then 


ngerous conſequences 
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( 3.) Then our Fore-fathers had better 
been converted to Tudaiſm or Turciſm than 

to Chriſtianity as they were. 
P. D. Ideny. every one of theſe con- 
ſequences.” -For -our preſent - diſpute 1s 
onl/about the Church off Romes being 
guilty of 1dolatry; and from thence (1.) 1t 
doth not follow, that the whole C hri ſtian 
. Church muſt require Idolatry, if that doth ; 
unleſs 'T. G. had proved, that all other 
Churches axe equally involved in the ſame 
ilt, which he never attempted. (2.) It 
oth not follow har Mahomet was mw:ſer 
than Chriſt ; for if you compare the 
grounds laid: for Divine Worſhip by 
Chriſt and Mahomet ; 1 ſay that Chrift 
<id ſhew infinitely mote H/;/dom in them, 
than ſo vile an Impeſtor ; and it is a 
ſhame for any Chriſtiax to ſuggeſt the 
contrary : but 1f 7. G. ſpeaks of Power 
zo carry oz his deſign ; then it muſt ſup- 
poſe that Mahomets Power hath preſerved 
the Mahumetan Religion lo long free from 
Taolatry, ' although Chriff hath not ; 
which muſt imply the greatneſs of Ma- 
. homets Power in Heaven ; and ſoit bor- 
dersupon blaſphemy. (3.) It doth not 
tollow that our Fore-fathers had better 
been converted to Judaiſm or Turciſm thay 
to Chriſtianity. For they had incompa- 
| tably 
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rably greater advantages towards their 
ſalvation than either Txrks or Pazars ; 
and fuch circumſtances might accompa- 
ny their prattice of 7dolatry, as might 
make it not to hinder their ſalvation. 
But I ſhall give you a full anſwer to 
this in the words of Bzſhop : Sanderſor, 
( who is another competent witneſs, if any 
more were needful, that Dr. $z. doth not 
in the charge of I1do/atry contradict the 


ſenſe of the Church of Exeland.) © We 


< have much reaſon to conceive good B- Sno 


© hope of the ſalvation of many of our 
<« Fore-fathers : who, led away with the 
*« common ſuperſtitions of thoſe blind 
© times, might yet by thoſe general 
&* truths, which by the mercy of God 
«were preſerved among the fouleſt 
© over-{preadings of Popery, agreeable 
«©to the Word of God (though cloggad 
«with an addition of many ſuperſtitions 
« and Antichriſtian- Inventions withal Y 
* be brought to true faith in the Son of 
«God ; unfeigned Repentancefrom dead 
«Works; and a ſincere deſire and en- 
& deavour of new and holy Obedience. 
&© This was the Religion that brought 
£ them to Heaven, even Faith and Re- 
* pentance, and Obedience. This is the 
true, and the Old and the Catholick 
6 Re- 
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* Religion: and this is our Religion, in 
< which we hope to find ſalvation; 
* andif ever any of you that miſcall your 
© ſelves Catholicks come to Heaven, it is 
* this Religion muſt carry you thither. 
*If together with this true Religion of 
Faith, Repentance, and Obedience, 
« they embraced alſo your additions, as 
« their blind Guides then led them ; 
* prayed to our _ kneeled to an 
* Image, crept to a Croſs, flacked to a 
* Maſs as you now do : theſe were their 
* ſpots and their blemiſhes ; theſe were 
© their hay and ſtubble; theſe were their 
*errours, and their Ignorances. AndI 
© doubt not, but as S. Paul for his blaſ- 
* phemiesand perſecutions, fo they ob- 
* tained mercy for theſe ſins, becauſe 
they did them ignorantly in misbelief. 
* And upon the -_ ground we have 
* cauſe alſo to hope charitably of many 
< thouſand poor ſouls in 1::y, Spain and 
© other parts of the Chriſtian world at 
* this day, that by the ſame bleſſed means 
< they may attain mercy and falvation in 
*the end, although in the mean time 
* through ignorance they defile them- 
< ſelves with much foul Tdolatry, and 
* many grols {uperſtitions. 
** 06j. But the Ignorance which excu+- 
{ | «from 
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< {ſeth from ſin, is Jprorantrae fat, accord 
< ing to that hath beenalready declared ; 
<«< but theirs was Iprorantia juris, which 
<« excuſeth not. And beſides, as they 
« lived in the p_ of that Worſhip 
« which we call Idolatry, ſo they dyed 
<« in the ſame without repentance ; and 
«ſo their caſe is not the ſame with 
«S, Pauls, who ſaw thoſe fins and for- 
& rowed for them, and forſook them ; 
&« but how can Idolaters, living and dy- 
«ing ſo without repentance, be ſaved ? 
« Af. It is anſwered, that Tgnorance 
& in point of Fact fo conditioned as hath 
« been ſhewed doth ſo excuſe 72 zoto ; 
«that an Action proceeding thence , 
« though it have a material inconfor- 
* mity with the Law of God, is yet not 
&« formally a fin. But I do not fo excuſe 
*the Idolatry of our Fore-fathers, as if it 
** were not 1n it ſelf a ſin, and that (with- 
© out repentance) damnable. But yet 
*their \nrance being ſuchas it was; 
* nouriſhed by Education, Cuſtom, Tra- 
© dition, the Tyranny of their Leaders, 
© the faſhion of the Times, not without 
« ſhew alſo of Piety and Devotion ; and 
< themſelves, withal,having ſach ſlender 
*© means of better knowledge ; though 
& it cannot wholly excuſe them from fin 
| | without 
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. withour repentance damnable, yet it 
much leſſeneth and qualifieth the ſin- 
* fulneſs of their Idolatry ; arguing thar - 
© their continuance therein was more 
* fromother prejudices, than from a wil 
< ful contempt of Gods Holy Word and 
* Will. And as for their Repentance, 
<'t is as certain, that as many of them as 
© are ſaved did repent of their Idolatries, 
25 it is certain no Idolater nor other ſin- 
* ner. can be ſaved without repentance. 
* But then there is a double difference to 
© be obſerved between repentance for Ig- 
© norances, and known fins ; the one 
* muſt be particular, the other general ; 
* the one cannot be ſincere without for- 
**{aking, the other may ; which he in- 
larges upon, and then concludes, © Some 
* of our Fore-fathers then, might not 
< only live in Popiſh Idolatry, but even 
* dye in an Idolatrous AR, breathing out 
© their laſt with their lips at a Crucifix 
*and an Ave Mary in their thoughts : 
* and yet have truly repented, (though 
* but in the General, and the croud of 
* their unknown ſins) even of thoſe ve. 
**ry fins; and have at the ſame inſtant 
* true Faith in Jeſus Chriſt, and other 
* Graces accompanying ſalvation. 
R, P. But hath a9t Chriſt promiſed _ 
[1 ze 


| _ 47?) 
the Gates of Hell ſhall never prevail azainſt 
his Chaych ? | 

P. D. This Dr. S:. hath already an- 
{ſwered thns. © Againſt what Church? 
« The whole Chriſtian Church ? who- 


«ever ſaid they could, or how doth that 


« follow ? The Church of Corſtantinople, 
«or the Church of Jeruſalem ? Have not 
© the Gates of the Turk been too ftrong 
«for them ? The Church of Rome ? The 
< Gates of Hell do .certainly prevail 
&« againſt that, if it doth unchurch all 
&« other Churches that are not of its com+ 
<« munion.” 'And why may not Idolatry 
< prevail where Luciferian Pride, and 
<* Helliſh Cruelty, and deſperate Wick- 
© edneſs have' long. fince prevailed ? 
© Hath Chriſt made promiſes to ſecure 
« that Church from Errour, which hath 
© been over-run with all ſorts of Wick- 
*edneſs by the confeſſion of her own 
* members and friends ? 

R. P. But T.G. faith, thas Dy. St. 
ought to have afſiened us ſome Church di- 
ſtint in all Apes, from all "Heretical and 
Taolatrous Congregations, which Chriſt hath 
preſerved alwayes from Hereſie and Idolatry? 

P.D. Why ſo ? Unlefs he had firſt 
H—_— Chriſt had-promiſed topre- 

erve ſuch a diſtin COT of 
Wi- 
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Chriſtians, whichhenever did. But he 
ſhewed the feebleneſs of that kind of 
arguing, from particulars to generals ; as 
though all the promiſes made to the 
Church rauſt fail, if the Church of Rome be 
guilty of 1dolatry, 

RK. P. But I will proye that Dr. Se. 
ought to efſign ſuch a diftinit Church, be- 
cauſe, he faith, :hat a Chriſtian by vertue 
of his being ſo, is bound to joyn in ſome 
Church or Congregation of Chriſtians, there- 
fore there muſt be ſuch a Church at all times 
To Joynwith, 

P.D./1 anſwer, (1.) Dr. $.'s an- 
{wer'doth imply no more than this, that 
a Chriſtian 1s bound to joyn with other 
Chriſtians in the Atts of Gods publick 
Worſhip ; but withal he adds immedi- 
ately, that he is bound to chooſe the com- 
muon of the pureſt Church ; which 
doth ſuppole a competition between 
two Churches, where a perſon may em- 
brace the Communion of either, as the 
Church of England, and the Church of 
Rome. So that where there are diſtinX 
' Communians, the beſt is to be choſen. 
(2.) Suppoling a9 Church tobe ſo pure 
that 8 mans Conſcience canbe fully ſa- 
tisfied 1n all the praftices of it, yet he 
may lawfully hold Communion w_— 

A tnat 
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that Church he is baptized an, till the un- 
lawful pratices become the condition 
of his Communion. As herein Exg/azd, 
the conditions of Communion are diffe- 
rent as to Clergy-men and Lay-mer: ; if the 
latter be {atisfied in what concerns them, 
they have no reaſon to rejet Communi- 
on themſelves, for what concerns others. 
(3.) Where any Church doth require 
Idolatrous ARs as conditions of Com- 
munion, that Church is the Cauſe of a ſe- 

aration made for a di/tinit Communion. 

that there is no neceſlity of aſſigni 

a diſtinit Church in all Ages free from here- 


- fre and Idolatry ; ſince men may Com- 


municate with a corrupt Church, fo 
they do not Communicate in their cor- 
ruptions; and when they come to that 
height to require this, they make them- 
{elves the Cauſes of the Separation which 
is madeonthe account of Hereſie, or Ido- 
latry. 

R. P. StHl that promiſe ſticks with 
me, that the Gates of Hell fhall not prevail 
againſt the Church : and are not Hereſie 
and Jdolatry the two Poſts of thoſe Gates ? 

P. D. If you turn over that promiſe 
never ſo much, you will prove no more 
from it, than the continuance of a Chri- 
ftian Churchinthe World, with a capaci- 
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ty of /alvationto the members of it. And 

us, we do not deny : but it doth not 

rove that any particular Charch ſhall 
bo preſerved in all Ages free from He- 
reſie and 14olatry. For whatever may be 
conſiſtent with the ſalvation of the mem- 
bers of a Chrch, may be conſiſtent with 
the, Gates. of Hel! not prevailing again(t 
it; but Hereſie and Idolatry may be con- 
ſiſtent with the /a/varion of the mem- 
bers.of a Church. Becauſe there are ſo 
many caſes aſſigned by Divizes, wherein 


ſas of I2norance and Errour, are conſiſtent 


with //vation. 1 ſay then, that Chr:/ts 
Promiſes do prove a poſſebility of ſalvation 
indll Azes of the Chriſtian Church ; but 
they do not prove the indefeQtibility of 
any diſtinct Church. Oo” 

R., P. But why doth Dr. Sr. fay, rhe 
Gates of Hell have prevailed againſt the 
Church of Rome,” when himſelf acknow- 
ledges it to be- a true Church, as holding all 
the eſſential points of faith ? 

P. D. As though a man could be 
damned for nothing, but for denying the 
Articles of his Creed ! It 1s in reſpect of 
Pride, Cruelty, and all forts of Wickedpneſs, 
as well as Ido/atry, that he faith, the Gares 
of Hell have prevailed azainſt it. 
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R, P., Well ! But T. G. for all that 
proves, that all Chriſtians are bound by 
vertue of their Chriſtianity to joynetn com- 
munion with the Church of Rome. 
P. D. Doth heſo? It is a great un- 
dertaking, and becoming 7. G. But 


how ? 


R. P. Firſt, There was in the world be- 


fore Luther a — Church, whoſe com- 


. munion was neceſſary to' ſ[atvation, but this 


was not the Proteſtant, for that came in af- 
ter Luther, therefore it was the Roman. 

 P.D. This 1s very ſubtle reaſoning, 
yet it 1s poſlible we may find out ſome- 
thing like it. There was inthe World 
before Julius Ceſar lome Civil Society, 
in which it was neceſſary for a man to 
live for his own preſervation ; but this 
was not the Roman Empire, for that roſe 
upafter him; therefore'it was the Ro- 
man Common-wealth, But doth not this 
imply, that there was no other Civil So- 
ciety inthe world, wherein a man could 
preſerve himſelf, but the Roa, Common- 
wealth ? But I will put the caſe a little 
farther home ; after Bri#a/z was made a 
Province, it became a Member of the Ro. 
man Empire, and depended fo much up- 
on the ſtrength and 47-25 of Rome, that 
it was not able to defend it ſelf; it being 
M {ore 
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fore diftrefled by enernies, and in danger 
of 'Ruine, ſends to Rowe for help; there 
it is denyed, and the Br:#4/zs forced 
to look out for help elſewhere. Now 
after T.G.'s way of reaſoning the Br-- 
tains muſt return tothe Romans, becauſe 
once they had been members of the Ro- 
man Empire, The caſe ts alike in the 
Church ; thetime was when the Weſter: 
Church was united under one Head, but 
by. degrees this Head grew too heavy, 
and laid roo great a load on the mem- 
bers, requiring very hard and unreaſona- 
ble conditions from them ; upon ths, 
Tome of themembers ſeek for relief, this 
15 denyed them, they take care of their 
own ſatety, and do what is neceffary to 
preſerve themſelves. The Hezd and 
fome corrupt members conſpiring, de- 
nounce excommumncatron, if they do not 
pany meld and ſubmit. Theſe parts 
fand upontheir own rights and ancrent 


priviledges ; that it was not an Uno» of 


ſubmiſſion but aſſociation originally be- 
tween ſeveral National Churches : and 
thereforethe Church of Rowe aFtming fo 
much more to it felt, than didbelong to 
it, and dealing fo 7yrammically; upon jult 
complaints our Chrrch had Reaſon to 
aflert her own Freedom, and to veſoonn 
the 
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the abuſes which had crept either intd 
her doctrine or prattice. And thar this 
was lawful proceeding, it offered to ju- 
ftifie by Scripture and Reaſon and the 
Rules of the Primitive Church. Now 
the queſtion of Communion, as it was 
ftated berween T.G. and Dr. $7. comes 
to this, whether any perſon being bapti- 
zed in this Church, ought in order to his 
{alvation to forſake the communion of 
it, for thatof the Church of Rome ? And 
this being the true ſtate of it, I pray, 
where lies the force of the argument ? 
Dr. $:. yields communion with ſome 
Church to be neceſſary : and what fol- 
lows, the communion of the Church of 
Emglaxd 18 [oto one baptized in it ; why 


. muſt any ſuch leave it for that of the 


Church of Rome ? Tes, ſaith 7.G., there 
w.us 4 diſtinit Church before Luther, whoſe 
communion was neceſſary to ſalvation ; and 
what then ? what have we to do with 
Luther ? weare ſpeaking of the preſent 
Church of England, which was reformed 
by it ſelf, and not by Luther. Why is it 
neceſſary to leave this Church, in which 
perſons are baptized, and not in that be» 
fore Luther ? Here lyes the main hinge of 
the Controverſie ; to which 7. G. ought 
to ſpeak, and nor torunto a Chnyeh 
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fore Luther. The Church of England was 
the Church of England before the Refor- 
»2ation as well as ſince ; but it hath now 
reformed it ſelf, being an entire body 
within it ſelf, having Biſhops to govern 
it, Prieſts and Deacons to adminiſter Sa- 
craments, to preach the Word of God, to 
officiate in the publick Liturgie, in 
which all the Ancient Creeds are read and 
owned ; the queſtion now is, whether ſal- 
vation cannot be had in the communion of 
this Church ? or all perſons are bound to 
return to the Church of Rome? This 1s 
the point, if 7.G. hathany more to ſay 


t0,t. 


R.P. T.G. urgeth farther, Nothing 
can render the communion of the Roman 
Church not neceſſary to ſalvation, but er- 
ther Hereſie or Schiſm ; not Hereſie, becauſe 
(he holds all the eſſential articles of Chriſti- 
an Faith ; not Schiſm, becauſe then Dr. St. 
muſt aſſign ſome other diſtiatt Church (then 
at teaſt in being ) from whoſe Unity ſhe de- 
parted 
 \P. D. A right Doway argument! one 
would take 7.G. for a young M://ronrer 
by it; it is ſo exaQtly cut in their Form. 
Bur it proceeds upon ſuch falſe ſuppoſi- 
tions as theſe. (1.) That Communion 
with the Roman Church as ſich, i.e. a5 a 


Body 


| 


4 


(165) 
Body united under ſuch a Head, was ne- 
ceſſzry to ſalvation, which we utterly de- 
ny ; and it can never be proved, but by 
ſhewing, that Chriſt appointed the B:- 
ſhop of Rome to be Head of the Church ; 
which is an argument, I do not hnd that 
now adays, You are willing to enter up- 
on; being ſo thread-bare and baffled a 
Topick.' ( 2.) That no Doctrines bur 
{uch as are contrary to the A4rz:cles of 
the Creed, can be any reaſon to hold off 
trom the Communiocz of a Church ; but we 
think, the requiring doubtful things tor 
certain, falſe tor true, new for old, abſurd 
for reaſonable are ground enough for us 
not to embrace the Communion of a 
Church, unleſs it may be had on better 
terms than theſe. ( 3.) That no Church 
can be guilty of Schi{p,, unleſs we can 
name ſome diſtin Church from whoſe 
Unity it leparated ; whereas we have of- 
ren | rn, that impoſing unreaſonable 
conditions of Communion, makes the 
Church ſo impoſing guilty of the S$chi/m-. 
Surely T.G.'s ſtock is almoſt ſpent, 
when he plays the ſame game fo often 
over. Theſeare not ſuch terrible argu- 
ments to be produced afreſh, as if they 
had never been heard of ; when there 1s 
M 3 not 
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not a Mz/ozer that comes, but hath them 
at his fingers end. 

R. P. Bus the Roman Church was once 
the tfue Church, Rom. 1. and the Chriſtian 
world of all Ages, believed it to be the only 
true Church of Chriſt ; but it caznat be pro- 
wed not to be the true one, by aw eviaence 
equal to. that mhich once proved. i tre ; 
«1 we are bond to be of the commuzu- 
on of that Church. 

P.D. O the vertue of fadden Cole- 
worts |! How often are they produced 
without ſhame ! To be {ſhort Sir, 
( 1.) Wedeny that the Churchot which 
the Pope 1s Head, was ever cormend- 
ed by St. Pal; or in any oc A4ze of the 
Chriſtian World, was owned by it ta 
be the ozly true Church : whuch. 1s very 
much {hort of the whole Chriſtian World 
of all, Ages. ( 2.) Since the evidence 1s 
ſo notoriouſly faulty about proving zhe 
Roman Church to be the only true Church ; 
a {mall degree af evidence as to its cor- 
ruptzons may exceed it, and conſequent- 
ly be ſufftcient to keep us from return- 
ing to its communion. But what doth 
7. G. mean by repeating ſuch {tuft as 
this ? Which I dare ſay Dr. Sr. only pal- 
ied by, on. zccount of the Mt" 
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and commonnels of it ; they being ar- 
guments every day brought, and every 
day anſwered. And if he had a mind 
to. ſee: Dr. $:.'s mind about them, 
he might have ſeen it at large in his 
Defence of Archhiſhop Laud ; And do 
you think it fair for him, every Book 
he writes , to produce afreſh every ar- 
gument there, which hath received ng 
Anſwer ? 

R. P. I perceive you begin to be out 
of patience. 

P. D. Not, I aflure you, when I meet 

with any thing that deſerves it. 

R. P. Here comes Gur Famatick Friend 
to refreſh you a little. What is the 
matter man? why ſo fad? have you 
met with an ill bargainat the Auction ? 

F. C. No, no. TI got a Book laſt night, 
hath taken me up till this time; and 
truly, I have xead ſomething 1n it which 
ſits much upon my Spirit. 

R.P. What is it ? if we may ask 
you. 

F. C. It isno comfort either to you, 
Or me. 

R. P. It I be concerned, I pray let 
me knaw. 

F.C. You know laſt night we heard 
chem at Rutherford and Gilleſpee ; Icame 
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in time enough for Gi/tfſpee's Miſcet- 
lany Queſtions; a rare Book, I promile 
you.” And by a particular favour I 
carried it home with me, and looking 
upon the Contents, I found the Seaſonable 
Caſe, viz. About Aſſociations and Confede- 
racies' with Idolaters, Infidels, or Here- 
ticks: and he proves them to be ſo abſo- 
lutely unlawful from Scripture, and ma- 
ny ſound Orthodox Divines , that for my 
part he hath n convinced and ſetled 
me, 2ndI thought it my duty to come 
and to tell you 1o. 

R. P. Well, we will let alone that 
diſcourſe at preſent, we are at our old 
trade again : andTI was juſt coming toa 
{caſonable queſtion for you , viz. M/h-- 
ther \you have not as much reaſon to ſepa- 
rate from the Church of England, as the 
Church of England had from the Church 
of Rome ? 

F.C. Who doubts of that ? 

P, D. IdoSir ; nay more, I ablolute- 
iy deny it. 

F.C. What matter 1s it, what you 
{:1” or deny ? You will do either for a 
good preterment. Have not you aſfent- 
£d and conſented to all that is in the 
Boot of Common Prayer, and what will 
you rick at after ? 
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P. D. Conſider Sir, what it is 20 judze 
raſh judgement , 1 wonder men that pre- 
tend to Conſcience, and ſeem ſo nice 
and ſcrupulous in ſonie things, can al- 
low thmſelves in the practice of ſo dan- 
gerous a ſin. If you have a mind to 
debate this point before us, without cla- 
mour and impertinency, I am for you. 

F.C. You would tain draw me into 
diſpute again, would you ? No ſuch rnat- 
ter, there is your man, he will manage 
our Cauſe for us againſt you of the i 
Chxrch of Enzland, 1 warrant you. 

R.P. IT am provided for it : For 
T.G. deſires of Dr. St. for the ſake of Dial. p.72. 
the Presbytcrians , Anabaptiſts, and other | 
ſeparated Conoregations, to know why the bc- | 
Leving all the ancient Creeds, and leading | 
l a good life may not be ſufficient to Satua- 
| tion , unleſs one be of the Communion of | 
the Church of England ? 

P.D. A very doughty queſtion! As 
though we were like you, and imme- 
yan. damned all perſons, who are not 
of - the Communion of our Church. 
We fay, their ſeparation from us 1s ve- 
ry unjuſt and unreaſonable; and that 
there 1s no colour for making their caſe 
equal with ours, as to the ſeparation 
trom the Chyrch of Rome, 
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R. P. 1 will tell you of a man who 
makes the caſe parallel, it is one Dr. Sz. 
zn his Irenicam : and T.G. produces ma- 
xy pages out of him to that purpoſe. 

P.D. Yo ſave you the trouble of re- 
peating them , I have read them over, 
and do think theſe Anſwers may ferve 
forhis- vindication. (1. ) That inthat 
very place he fnakes ſeparation from a 
Church retaining purity of Doftrine, on 
the \account of ſome corrupt practices 
to be anlawful; and aftewards in cale 
men be unſatisfied as to ſome conditi- 
ons of commumion , he denies it to be 
lawful to eret New Churches ; becauſe 
a meer requiring conformity in ſome 
{ufpected rites, doth not make a Church 
otherwiſe ſound to be no true Church : 
or fuch a Church from which it is law- 
ful to-make a total ſeparation, which is 
then done, when men enter into a new 
and diſtin Society for worſhip, under 
diſtin& and pecuhar Officers, govern- 
ing by Laws and Church Rules ditterent 
trom thoſe of the Church they ſeparate 
from. And now , let your Fazatict 
Friez4 judge whether this man, even 
in the dayes of writing his Irenicam, 
did juſtihe the praeticesof the ſeparated 
Con:regations ; which he ſpeaks expreflely 
agnlt ? | F.C. 
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F.C. No truly. We are alt now for 
ſeparated Congregations , and know bet- 
ter what we have to do, than our Fore- 
Fathers did. Alas ! what comfort is 
there in bare Nonconformity ? For our 
people would not endure us, if we did 
not proceed to /eparation. He that ſpeaks 
againſt ſeparationruins ws and our Canſe. 
P. D. So far then we have cleared 
Dr. $:. from patronizing the Caſe of the 
ſeparated Coneregations. (2.) He faith, 
that as to things left undetermined by 
the Law of God1n the JTudeemert of the 
Primitive and Reformed Churches , and 
10 matters of Order, Decexcy and Goverx- 
ment , every one notwithſtanding what 
his private judgement may be of them, 
is bound to fubmit to the determinati- 
on of the lawful Governours of the 
Church. Can any thing be faid plainer 
for Conformity, than this is by the .4»- 
thor of the Irenicum ? 
R. P. But how then come in thoſe 
words produced by T. G.? | 
P. D. Iwilltell you ; he ſuppoſes that 
ſome {crupulous and conſcientious men 
after all endeavours uſed to ſatisfie them- 
ſelves, may remain unſatisfied as to the 
Lawfulneff of ſome impoſed Rites , but 
dare not proceed to poſitive ſeparation 
from 
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from the Church, but are willing to com-7 


ply in all other things fave 1n thoſe 
Rices which they ſtill icruple ; and con- 
cerning theſe he puts the Queſtion, 
whether ſuch bare-nonconformity do in- 
volve' ſuch men inthe guilt of Sch;/m2 ? 
And this I confeſs he reſolves negative- 
ly, and fo brings in that long paſſage 
7. Gz. produces out of him. I now ap- 
peal to your ſelf, whether 7. G. hath 
dealt fairly with Dr. Sr. 1n two things, 
(1.) In notdiſtinguiſhing the caſe of /c- 
paration, from that of bare nonconformi- 
ty, only in ſome ſuſpected Rites; and in 
producing theſe words to juſtifie the /c- 
parated Congreaations ? (2.) In taking 
Is judgement in this matter rather 
from his Trezicz2 written ſo long ſince, 
than from his late Writings, wherein he 
hath purpoſely conſidered the Difference 
of the C/o of thole who ſeparate from 
che Ch:rch of Enzland and of our ſepa- 
ration from the Chrch of Rom?, 

YWP, But hath he done this indeed ? 
and did 7. G, know it ? 

P.72. Yes very well. Foritisin that 
very Book, the Preface whereof 7. G. 
pretends to anſwer in theſe Dzalores : 
and he doth not ſpeak of it by the by , 
but cifcourlech largely about it. Is this 
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fair dealing ? But the Irenicum ſerved 
better for his purpoſe as he thought, and 
yet he hath foully miſrepreſented that 
tOO. 

- —R. P, But yet Dr. S:. muſt not think 
to eſcape fo: for he hath ſearched ano- 
ther Book of his, called his Rational Ac- 
count, and there he finds a paſſage he 
thinks in favour to Drſſenters from the 
Church of England; and which under- 
mines the Church of England. 

- P.D. Therefore the Church of Rome 
1s not guilty of 1dolatry. 

R. P. Havea little patience ; we ſhall 
come to that in time. Art preſent Ipray 
clear this matter, if you can, 

P. D. To what purpoſe is all this ra- 

king, and ſcraping, and ſearching, and 
quoting of paſſages not at all to the 
.point of [aolatry ? 
. R.P. What! would you have a man 
do nothing to fill up a Book, and make 
It carry ſomething of the Port of an Ar- 
ſwer ; eſpecially to a thick Book of be- 
tween 800 and goo pages ? 

P. D. It this be your deſign, goon : 
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but I will make my anſwers as ſhort as 


I can; for methinks T. G. ſeems to have 
loſt that ſpirit and briskneſs he had be- 
fore; for then he talked like a man _ 
ha 
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had a mind to keep cloſe to the point ; 
but now he flags and draws heavily on: 
For he repeats what he had fad before 
for ſome pages, and then quotes out of 
Dr. S:.*s other Books for leveral pages 
more,and at laſt t comes to no more than 
this, Dr, S:. doth in ſome places of his 
Writings ſeem to favour the Diſſemters. 
I am quite tired with this ;»pertinency 
vet I would fain ſee an end of theſe 
things, that we might come cloſe tothe 
buſinels of [4olatry which I lons to be ar. 

R. P. Your ſtomach is tooſharp ſet; 
we mult blunt it a little before you 
fall to. 

P. D. You take the courſe to do it, 
with all this unpertinency ; but what is 
it you have to ſay? 

R. P. To pleaſeyou I will bring this 
charge as near to the point of 14o/atry as 
I can; the ſubſtance of it is this, Dr. Sz. 
faith, the Church of England doth not look 
on her Articles as Articles of Faith , bat 
as inferiour Traths ; from thence T7. G. 
intets., (1.) The Chnrch of Rome doth 
nt err apainſt any Articles of Faith. 
( 2.) Dr: St. doth not believe the thirty 
wine Articles ts be Articles of Futh. 
( 3. ) Then this charge of Idolatry is vain 
and proundleſs, becauſe Idolatry is an e- 
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ror apainſt a Fundamental poiat of Faith: 

P. D. Here 1s not one word new in 
all this long charge, but a tedious re- 
petition of what 7. G. had faid before. 
It conſiſts of twopomts. 1. The charge 
upon Dr, S:. for «ndermining the Church 
of Exeland. 2. The unrealonableneſs of 
the charge of 1do/atry upon his own ſup- 
poſition. Becauſe 7. 6G. ſeems to think - 
there is ſomething 1n thus buſineſs which 
rouched Dr. $:.to the quick, and there- 
fore he declined giving any anſwer to 
the Firſt Part of it, I will undertake to 
do it for him. Dr. Se. doth indeed ſay 
that the Church of England doth not make 
her Articles Articles of Faith, as the 
Church of Rome doththe Articles of Pope 
Pizs the fourth his Creed. And did 
ever any D:vine of the Church of Eng- 
land lay otherwiſe ? It is true the Church 
of Rowe from her infolent pretence of 
Infalltbility , doth make all things pro- 
poled by the Chnrch of equal neceſſity 
to Salvation; becauſe the ground of 
Faith 1s the Charches Authority in pro- 
poſing things to be believed. But doth 
the Church of England challenge any 
fuch 1-fallibility to her ſelf? No. She 
utterly difowns it, in her very Articles; 
therefore ſhe muſt leave matters 4 
Faith, 
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Faith, as ſhe found them; 7. e. ſhe re- 
ceives all the Creeds into her Articles 
and Offices, but makes no_addtions to 
them of her own; and therefore Dr. Sz. 
did with great reaſon ſay, that the 
' Ch:irch of En2land makes no Articles of 
Faith , but ſuch as have the *' Teſtimony 
and |Jpprobation of the whole Chriſtian 
world and of all Ages, and are acknow- 
ledged to.be ſuch by Rowe it Helf: from 
whence he doth juſtly magnitie the mo- 
deration of this Chxrch in compariſon 
with the Church of Rome. 

R. P. But 7. G. faith, That he hath 
dearaded the Articles of the Church of 
England from being Articles of Faith , 
#nto:a lower Claſſe of inferwur Truths. 

P. D. I perceive plainly 7. G. doth 
not know what an Article of Faith 
means according to the ſenſ: of the 
Chiurch of Enzland, He looks on all 
propoſitions made by the Church as neceſ- 
ſary Articles of Faith, which 1s the Ro- 
a8 ſenſe, and founded on the doctrine 
of Izfall;b:l;ty; but where the Churches 
Infallibility 1s rejected , Articles of Faith 
are {uch as have been thought neceſſa- 
ry to. Salvatioz by the conſent of the 
Chriſtiaz world, which conſent is ſeen in 
the Axciezt Creeds, And  whiatever 
Doctrine 
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Yoctrine is fot confained thenew though 
i be teceivedas 7ruth, and agreeable to. 
the Word of God,yert is nat\adgotinted an 
Article of Faith: i;.. e. not munedately 
neceflary to Salvatinz as a pomt of Faith, 
Bue becauſe of the difſeatians .of the 
Chriſtian world. in matters-of Religion, 
2 particular Church may for the' preſer- 
vation of her own peace declare her ſenſe 
ws to' the Trach amd Faſfboad 'ob;lome 
cotitroverted =_ of Rehligion,, and re- 
quire from/all perfons whoare viteu(?- 
ed in the Offices of that Chureh a fub- 
feription to thoſe Avticles,, which doth 
impty that they agree with the exe: of 
thar. Church about them. ' 

R. P. But Dr: &. fatth from _4rcb- 
biſhop Bramhall, that the Church oth not 
oblige any man to beliewe them, but only pot 
to contradict them, and upon this T. G, 
triumphs over Dr. St. as nndermining the 
Dottrine aud Government of the Eharch of 
England. | \ 

P. D. Why not over Arch-Bifpog 
Brambhall , whoſe words Dr. St. cites! 
And was hea favourer of Diſfenters, and 
an underminer of the Church of England ? 
Yet Dr. $:. himſelf in that place owns 
4 abſcription to them as neceſfary ; and 
what doth /ub/cription imply lets than 
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agreeing with the ſenſe: of the Church # 
- So that he ſaith more than Arch-Biſhop 
Bramhall doth. And I do not ſee how 
his words can paſs , but with this con- 
ſtruction, that when he ſaith, we do not 
oblige any man to believe them, he means 
as \ Articles of Faith, of which he ſpeaks 
juſt before. But I do freely yield that 
the Church of Exgland' doth require af- 
ſent to 'the truth of thoſe propoſitions 
which are contained in the thirty nine 
Articles : and ſo doth Dr. St. when he 
faith, the Church requires ſubfeription' to 
them as inferiour Truths, 1. e. owning 
them to be zrue propofitions, though not 
as Articles of Faith, but: Articles of Reli- 

g10n, as our Churchcalls them. | 
R. P. If they are but inferiour Truths, 


faith T. G. was it worth the while to 


rend aſunder the Peace of Chriſtendom for 
them? Is not this a very reaſonable account, 
as 1. S. calls it, of the Grounds of the Pro- 
reſtant Religion, and 4a rare way of juſtify: 
ing her from the guilt of Schiſm ? 

P. D. T.G. miſtakes-the matter. It 
was not our impoling zegative points On 
others; but the Church of Romes impo- 
ling falſe and abſurd doQtines for ze- 
eſe Articles of Ta,th, which did break 
the Peace of Chriſtendom. We could 


have 
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have no communion with the Church 
of Rome unleſs we owned her Supre- 
macy, her Canon of Scripture, her Rule 0 
Faith, or the equality of Tradition and 
Scripture, her dotQtrines of Purgatory, 
Invocation of Saints, Worſhip of Images, 
Tranſubſtantiation, 8c. and we were re- 
quired not only to own them as zrze, 
which we know to be falſe; but as xeceſ- 
ſary to Salvation, which we look on as 
great hinderancesto it. What was to be 
done in this caſe ? Commumion could 
not be held on other terms, than decla- 
ring falſe opinions to be true, and dan- 
gerous Doctrines to be neceſſary to Sal- 
vation. On ſuch terms as thele we, 
muſt renounce our Chriſtianity, to de- 
clare that we believed falſhoods for 
truths, and not barely as truths, but as 
neceſſary Articles of Faith. Therefore 
what Schiſmz there was, the Church of 
Rome muſt thank her {ſelf for. And 
when this breach happened, our Church 
thought it neceſſary to expreſs her ſenſe 
of theſe DoQrines, that they were ſo far. 
from being Articles of Faith , that they 
were falſe anderroneows, having, no foun-. 
dation either in Seripture or Antiquity ; 
and required a /#bſcription to this decla- 
ration , from ſuch as are admitted ta 
N 2 teaclt 
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reacht and inſtru others, How could 

our Church do leſs than ſhe did in this 
matter , if ſhe would declare her ſenſe 
to the World, or take care of her own fe- 


_ curity ? And is this making Negative 


Artiches of Faith ; about which T7. G. 
and \E. WH. and others, have: made ſuch 
ſenſeleſs clamours ? when we only de- 
clare'thoſe things they would impoſe 
upon us tobe fo far from being; Articles of 
Faith,that they are erroneous Doctrines, 
and therefore are rejetted by us. And 
this I take to be a Reaſonable Acconnt of 
the  Poteſtant Religion ; whiclt 1s more 
than. $. hath given to thoſe of his own 
Chyrch of his Demonſtrations. 

" RP. But ſince Dr. St. grants the 


. Church of Rome 20 hold aff the eſſential 


Defence, p. 
187, &c. 


points of Faith, how can he charge her with 
Hotlatry, fince Idetatry is an Errour againſt 
the moſt Fundamental point of Faith ? | 
pray anſwer to this, for this comes home 
to the buſineſs. 

P.D. Iam gladto fee you but coming 
that way. Tothis Dr. Sr. hath already 
]ivena full andclear antwer, in his late 
Defence, 

(1.) He ſaith, by the Church of Romes 
holding all efſential points of Faith no more 
is meant than that ſhe owns and receives 
all the Ancicnt Creeds, (2.) 7.G. 


(131) ; 
(2.) T. G. grants, that Idolatry is gina 
3g the Worſhip due to God to' a Creature”; 
if therefore a Church holding the eſſen- 
tial points of faith may give the Wor. 
ſhipdue to God to a Creature, then there: 
} 14s 20 contradiftion between ſaying the 
| Church of Rome holds all the eſſential 
ports of faith, and yet charging it witſz 
Iaolatry. Becauſe Idolatry ts @ prattical: 
Errour, and therefore may be conſiſtent 
with holding all the docrinal points of 
Faith ; no more being neceſſary to it, as 
Dr. $:. proves, than entertaining 2 falſe 
notion of Divine Worſhip, by which 
means it may really give Gods worſhip 
to a Creature, and yet be very Orthodox : 
in holding that Gods Worſhip ought nor | 
tobe given toa Creature. C08 
R. P. T.G. wasaware of this Anſiver, 
and thus he takes it off, To ery, he faith, 'Dia!. j3$3 
ftrittly ſpeaking, is to teach that which is ops/ 
poſite to Truth ; but if the Churchof Rome: 
reaches that the Worſhip fhegrves to Saints 
and images is not a pert of the Honour ane 
#0 God, and yet it is ; then ſheerrs againſt 
the ſecowd Commandment, though ſhe judges 
ſhe doth not. | 
P. D. What is this to the purpoſe ?. 
the queſtion is not whether 7do/atry doth 
oot imply a prattical erronr againſt the ſe- 
_— cond, 
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cond Commandment ; but whether it be 
conſiſtent with the doi#rinal points of 
Faith, ſuch as are eſſential to the Being of 
a Church ? For of this ſort of Errours, all 
the diſpute was, as 1s plain from Dr S-.'s 
words, which gave occaſion to this ob- 
jection. | ; | 

RP. But is it not a Fundamental Ex- 
rour to deſtroy the doftrine of the ſecond 
Commanament ? 

P. D. Ifit be, The more care had they 
needto have who put it out of their Books, 
that it may not fly in their Faces.But who 
ever reckoned the Commandments among. . 
the Articles of Faith ? T donot deny it to 
be a yery dangerous pradtical Errour to 
deſtroy the doitrine of the ſecond Com- 
mandment ; or rather to take. away the 
whole force of the precepr:; but I ſay, this 
15-none of thoſe eſſertial points of Faith, 
which Dr. $:. ſpake of, and therefore thns 
15 no anſwer ta him. | 

\ R;\P. Therefore T.G. adds, that this 


Pie!.p. 94 doth not proceed upon 4 general Theſis, whe- 


ther ſome Idolatrous praftice may not con- 
ſift with owning the general principles of 
Faith ; but upon a particular Hypotheſis, whe- 
ther the Worſhip of God by an Iniage, be not 
ax errour againſt the doftrine of the ſecond 
Commanament, if that be to forbid men 

tg 
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fo worſhip him by an Image ? And therefore 
if it be a Fundamental point to believe that 
ro be Idolatry which God hath: expreſly for- 
bidden in the Law under the notion: of” Ido- 
latry, and that be the worſhipping of him by 
an Image, as Dr. St. aſſerts ;*ts clear that 
the Church of Rome in telling men it- is not 
Haolatry, errs againſt. a Fundamental point, 
and he cannot according to his principles 
maintain his charge of Idolatry\without 4 
; contradiction..." i by i 0) ina i 
P.D. This is then the thing to. be try- 
ed; and therefore we muſt judge of it 
by what Dr. S:. ſaid, to which this is 
{ſuppoſed to be a Contradidtidon;: Did he 
ever ſay that the Church of Rome did not 
erre againſt the db(Fr:ne of the ſecond com- 
»andment ? Nay, he hath invincibly pro- 
vedithath. I ſay. wincibly, ſince 7.G, 
ives it up in theſe Dialogues ; {ſpending 
o many pages upon the repetition of his 
old arguments, and paſſing over; all that 
elaborate diſcourſe of Dr. St;_ about the 
ſenſe of the ſecond Commandment, on which 
the Iunge of the Corntroverſie depends. 
. Tf then Dr. $:. doth charge them with 
a very dangerous and pernicious errour 
in reſpect of .this Commandment, that 
could not be the Fundamental errour he 
Eleared the Church of Rome from, when 


N4 : he 


% 


» 


he faid, ſhe held all efſential points of Faith, 
(mark that) and he explained himſelf 
purpolety tO: prevent fuch a miltake, rQ 
mean-fuch dottrinal points of Faith as are 
eſſential ro the conſtitution of a Charch and 
the /rue' Form of Baptiſe: 3 how the que- 


ftionis, whether it be a contradiction for 


a man tolay, that the Church of Romedoth 
hold all thele eſſential points of faith, and 
yet is guilty \of Idolatry ? And: how: after 
all, hath 7. G. proved it ? It is 4 funds» 
mental point, laach he;zo :beheve that .to be 
Taolatry,'which God hath' forbidden ' as 140» 
{atry ; and' fo it's to believe that' to be 
Perfury, and Theft and Adultery, which 
God hath forbidden under: their motion. 
Bur will any man ſay the-true/ notion: of 
-Adultery is a dodFrinal point of Faith ? Al- 
though therefore it be granted that the 


Church of - Rome do err' fundamentally 


agauntthe ſecond Conmaniument ; yetthat 
doth notprove Dr. F-. guilty of a coxtra- 
aittion, becauſe he ſpake not of prattica/ 
errotrs, but of the Dof#rinal and efjential 


points of Faith. And now T hope we have 


done with all theſe preliminaries, and 
may come to the point of 7o/atry it felt. 
R. P. Hold a little, you are {till too 
quick; I have ſomething more yet to lay 
£0 you before we come toit, © - 7 
| P. D, 
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P.D. What is that  . ©. + - 

R.P. Thavea great deal oo tell you out 
of Ay. Thorndikes Juſt Weights and Mea- 
fares, about the Charge of Idolatryand the 
miſchievous conſequences af it. 
-. P,D, To what end ſhould you repeat 
all that? Ibegin to think you were not 
an jeſt, when you faid 7, & put in ſome 
things to fill up his Book. Dr. Sr. had 
before declared the great eſteem. he had 
for Mr, Thorndikes Learning and Piety ; 
but inthis particular, he declared, that 
he ſaw. no reaſon to recede from the com- 
mon doarine of the Church of Enzland, 
on the- account of Myr, Thorndikes Au- 
thority,. or Arguments. And I have al- 
ready given you ſuch an account of his 
opinion with reſpe&t to the Church of 
Rome, asI hope will take off My. Thorn- 
dikes Teſtimonies being ſo. often alledged 
_ us by T.G, and his Brethren. 

T; G. had not purpoſely declined the 


 Mainmatters indebate between Dr. S:, 


and him, he would never have ſtuffed 
out ſo much of his Book with things ſo 
lictle material to that which ought to 
-have been the main deſign of it. 

R. P. But I have ſomewhat more to 
ſay to-you, which is, that you charge 
T. G. with declining the diſpute about the 


ſenſe 


D1al. from 
p. 99. to 
fe 113» 
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Senſe of the ſecond Commandment, wherea? 
he doth ſpeak particularly to it. 

P.D. I am glad to hear it; I ho 
then he takes off the force of what Dr. - 
St. had ſaid in his late Defexce about it. 
For I aſſure you it was much expected 
from him. | 

R. P. What would you have a man 

Dial. from do? he produces at leaſt four leaves of 

p. 116-19 hat he had faid before ; and then a lit- 

p.121,122, tle after, near two leaves more : and 

P-127- _ Within a few pages, above two leaves 
again out of his old Book ; and then 
tells how Dr. S:. ſpends above an hun- 
dred pages about the ſenſe of the ſecond 
Commandment, -whereas he weither re- 
moves the contradittions, nor anſwers the 
arguments of T.G. but criticizeth upon the 
exceptions of T.G. to the ſeveral methods 
for finding out the ſenſe of the Law ; but, 
faith he, whas need ſo much pains and 1a- 
bour be taken, if the Law be _ ; and 
do not you think this enough about the 
ſecond Commandment ? 

P. D. No truly. Nor you neither, 
upon any conſideration. For the Dr. in 
his Diſcourſe upon the ſecond Com- 

_—_ mandment, (1.) hath manifeſtly over- 
Gm. ” thrown TT. G's notion of an Idol, viz. of 
t-592 a figment ſet up for Worſhip, by _— 

| an 
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and convincing arguments, that if T. G- 
had any thing to have faid itt defence of 
it, he would never have let' it eſcaped 
thus. (2.) * He hath proved the ſenſe (*) From 
he gives of the Commandment to be #537" 
the Row which the Fathers gave of it. 
 (3.) + Hetakes off T.G.'s inſtances of -(4) From 
worſhipping before the Arki and the Che- t-702-to 
rubhons ; and * the Teſtimony.of S. Auſtin. {+ from 
(4.) + He anſwers T. G. 's objections and.-7- 717-to 
clears the eſe. of ' the Law by all the {3 From 
means a Law can be well underſtood.. p. 720. to 
And is all this; do you think, anſwered i? 734: 
by T. G.'s 'repeating what he had faid 
before ; or blown down by a puft or two 
of Wit ? I do not know what. T.G. 
thinks of it, but I do not find any un- 
derftanding man takes this for an an-. 
{wer, but a meer put-off. -SothatI may 
well ſay, Dr. S.'s proofs are invincible, 
when 7. G. ſo ſhamefully.retreats out of 
the Field, and ſculks under ſome hedges 
and thorns which he had planted before, 
for a ſhelter in time of need. wi 

R. P. But why did not Dr: $+. anſwer 
punCtually to allthat T. G. ſaid? 
 P. D. Becauſe hedid not think it ma- 
terial, if the main things were proved. _ 

R. P. Bu: 7.6, will think themun- 
an{werable, 


Dzal.p. 
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 anſwerable, till he receive fatisfation: 


concerning them. j 
P. D. That it may be is impoſhble to 
givea man, that hath nomind to receive 
it; but if you pleaſe, let me hear the 
ſtrength of what T. G. laysſuch weight 
upon, that he may have. as ſuch pre- 
tence for the future; and left the thir 
time we meet with the ſame. Cole- 
worts,  - © © 
R. P. Doth aot Dr. St. make expreſs 
Scripture his moſt certain rule of Faith ? 
Doth not he on the other fi deny any thing 
tobe an Article of Faith, which i not ac- 
knowledged to be ſuch by Rome it ſelf. 
Then if God hath expreſly forbidden the 
worſhip of himſelf” by an Image, it is an Ar- 
ticle of Faith that he ought not to be wov- 
ſhipped by ax Image ; and ſince Rome doth 
nat acknowledge it, it is not an Article of 
Faith, ThereforeT. G. calls upon the Dy. 
to ſpeak out” T5 it, or is it not an Article of 
Faith ? But T. G. faith, he hath found ont 
the Myſterie of 'the buſineſs ( for he can 
find out Myferves, T aſſure you, as well 
as diſcover plots, and catch Moles ) to gra- 
tifie the Non-confarmiſts, the Articles of th? 
Church of England muff paſs only for t- : 
feriour truths ; but when the Church of 
"my | , {Rome 


Conp3 - 
Rome #« to be charged with Tdolatry, ther 
they are Articles of Faith: fo that, as 
T, G. pleaſantly ſaith, he ſame propoſition 
taken Frenically ts an inferiour Truth, but 
taken'Polemically it muſt be an Article of 
Faith, becauſe exprefly revealed in Scri- 
ptare. 
- P.D. Is this it which T7. G. thought 
worth repeating at karge? ſurely it was 
for the ſake of the Clinch of Irenically 
and Polemically, and not for any ſthew of 
difficulty inthe thing. For all the Mift 
is cafily ſcattered by obferving a very 
plain didinQtion of an Article of faith ; 
which ts either taken, 1. For _— 
tial point of faith, ſuch as is antecedent- 
ty neceſſary to the Being of a Chriſtian 
hurch ; and ſo the Creed is faid to con- 
tain the Articles of our Faith, and in this 
ſenſe Dr. St. ſaid the Church of Rome did 
hold all the eſſential points of faith which: 
wedid. 2. For any dodtrine plainly re- 
vealed in Scripture which is our Rzle of 
faith, And did Dr. S:. ever deny that 
the Church of Rome oppoled fome things 
ckarly revealed in Scripture? nay, it 1s 
the defign of his Books to prove it 
doth. Knd if every doQtrine which can 


be deduced from a plain command of 
Scriptnre, 15 to be looked on as an 4r- 
ticle. 
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ticle of Faith, then that the Cup is to, bt 
given to thoſe who partake of the Bread,, 
that Prayers are tobe in a known, Tongue, 
will become Articles of Faith, and do 
you think Dr. S7. either Irexically or Po- 
lemically, did ever yield that the Church 
of Rome did not oppole theſe? If T.G. 
lays ſo much weight on ſuch ſlight things 
as theſe, I muſt tell you he 1s not the 
manlT took him for : and T believe it was 
only, civility. in Dr. Sz. to paſs ſuch 
things by. | WITTY A 

R.P.ButT.G.would know,what he means 
by expreſly forbidden, only that it ts clear to 
himſelf, expedting that others ſhould ſub- 
mit to his ſaying it, as the travellers did to 
Polus ;z Eraſmus ; or that it is clear or ma- 
nifeſt of it. ſelf? and that it is not ſo, he 
ſaith, appears by the pains and wayes he takes 
fo findit ont. - . b- 

P. D. This 1s yet a degree lower. By 
clearly and expreſly, Dr. St. means that 
which is ſo to ar wnprejudiced mina. 
For there is nothing fo plain, but men 
may cavil at it, - Not the Being of God ; 
not the certainty of our ſexſes ; not the 
differences of Good and Evil ; not the 
coming of. the Meffizs ; not the Truth of 
the Scriptures. But wall 7. G. ſay, that 
none of theſe are clear, becauſe men are 


put 
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þut to pains and ſeveral wayes to prove 
them ? If therefore Dr. Sz. hath ſhewed 
that all the evaſions of the force of the 
ſecond Commandment are meer cavils, and 
would take off as well the force of any 
other Commandment, if men thought 
themſelves as much concerned to do it; 
I think he hath proved the /exſe of the 
Commandment to be clear and expreſs 
againſt the Worſhip of God by an Image. 
And for his Friezd Polxs, you know it 
doth not look well in converſation for 
a man to repeat his own Jeſts. But 
you named a third paſſage T.G. repeats 


out of his former Book. What is thar, 


I pray ? 

R. P. That concerns Dr. S:.'s firſt 
way of finding out the ſenſe of the Law ; 
For, he ſaith, :he Law doth only expreſly 


forbid bowing down to the Images themſelves, 


as the Heathens did, but ſpeaks not one 
word of the lawſulne(s, or unlawfulneſs of 
worſhipping God himſelf by them ; and up- 
on this he upbraids Dr. S:. that ſpending 
above a hundred pages about the /e/e of 
the ſecond Commandment, he neither en- 
deavours to remove the contradiftions, nor 

to anſwer the arguments of T.G. 
P. D. Then truly he deſerved pity, 
and to haye his Friends come in to help 
| : him, 
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him, they are ſuch monderfal contradict;- 
ons afdd mighty arguments. But Dr. $-. 


hath at large proved, (1.) That the 


Heathens did not take the Images. them- 
ſelves for Gods; 1n a large difcoutſe to 
that purpoſe, and confequently this com- 
mand was not exprefs againit rhe Hea- 
then Iaolatry in T.G.*s ſenſe of it. (2.) 
That the Fathers did underſtand this 
Commandment to be expre/ly againtt rhe 


Worſhip of God by an Inaze ; wn another 


large drfcourſe : which he concludes wirh 
thoſe words of S. Ambroſe, Nor wult fe De- 
us in lapidibus colt, God will not be wortbip- 
ped ir Stones. And is this nothing to the 
anſwering T. Gs arguments ? ( FD, That 
the Worſhip of God before the Ark and the 
Chernbims (the only argument of T. G. ) 
doth not reach to the Morſbip of God b 

Images ; and this in another fer diſcourſe. 
( 4.) That God did afterwards explain 
his own Law, by condemning the Wor- 


ſhip of himfelf by Images ; in the cafe of 


the Golden Calf, and the Calves of Dax 
and Bethel, and he punRually anfwers 
T.G.*s objetions. Ant after all rhis, Is 
it not. great tenderneſs and modefty m 
T.G. to ſay, that Dy. St. only Criticizeth 
upon T. G."s exceptions, ani doth neither 
remove the comradittions, nor anſwer the 

| Ars 
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Arguments of T. G.? I never yet faw 
plainer evidence of a forlorn Cauſe, than 
theſe things give. By this taſte, I begin 
to fear, when we come to the charge of 
Idolatry, we ſhall find very little new, or 
material. However, being thus far en- 
gaped, I am reſolved, God willing, to 
attend you quite through his /ate Dia- 
logues ; and if you pleaſe at our next 
meeting, we will enter upon the charge of 
Tlolatry : and I will undertake to make 
good the charge, and I ſhall expeCt from 
you T. G. *s anſwers. 

R. P. Iwill notfail; and I pray Bro- 
ther Fanatick, let us have your —_— 
for I have a terrible charge againlt the 
Church of England for bowing to the Altar. 

F.C. Tſhallbe glad to hear that with 
all my heart. 


(195) 
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| THE 
Third Conference, 
About the Nature of Idolatry. 


P. D. E are now entri K. 4 
| on a weighty bu 
and therefore mh 


any preface to it, I be- 
Dr. $:. in hislate Defexce hath un- 
| nw to clear the Nature of Idolatry, 


io conſidering two things. 1. Whe- 
e 


r it were conſiſtent with the acknow- 
=p ement of one /upreme God ? 2.Where- 
he Vatare of that Divine Worſbip lyes, 

which being given tO a Creature makes 
it — ? 

. To clear the former, he confidercd, 

wh thoſe are, "—_— by comman as x 

O 2 are 
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are charged with Idolatry, and from 
thence he ſuppoſed the beſt reſolution of 
the queſtion might be gathered ; and 
thoſe were, (1.) the Ancient Heathens, 
(2.) Modern Heathens, (3.) the Arrians. 
And concerning theſe he proved, that 
they (did all acknowledge one ſupreme 
Goa, and conſequently the Notion of 1do- 
Litry could not conſiſt in the Worſhip of 
many —— Deities. 

(1.) As to the Ancient Heathens. 
(r.) From the Teſtimony of Scripture. 
( 2. ) \From their own Writers in the Ro- 
»:4an Church, of whom he names twelve 
conſiderable ones. (3.) From the F- 
thers ; and there he ſhews from a multi- 
tude of plain Teſtimonies, that the ate 
of the Controverſie about Idolatr y between 
the Fathers and Heathens, was not about 
a ſupreme God which was acknowledged 
on both ſides, but whether Divine Wor- 
ſhip were to be given to any Creatures 
on the account of any ſuppoſed excel- 
lency in themſelves, or relation to God ? 
And fo he draws the Hiſtory of this con- 
troverſie through the ſeveral Ages of 
Fuſtin Martyr, Athenagoras, Clemens of 
Alexandria, Origen, Cyril, S. Auguſtin, 
8c. In ſhort, through all thoſe who 
did with greateſt regutation to Chriſt/a- 

nity 
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zity manage this Caule againſt the Hea- 
then Idolaters. ! 

(2.) As to modern Heathens ; two 
wayes. (1.) From the Teſtimony of your 
own Writers concerning the Brachmans, 
Chineſes, Tartars, Americans, Africans, 
Goths and Laplanders. ( 2.) From the 
Teſtimony of the Congregation of Card:- 
xals in a remarkable caſe about I1dolatry 
in Chiza, wherein their reſolution was 
deſired. | 

(3.) As to the Arriars, he proves from 
Athanaſias, Gr. Nazianzen, Nyſſen, Baſil, 
Epiphanius, Cyril, T heodoret, S. Chryſoſtom, 
S. Ambroſe, S. Auguſtin ; that the Arri- 
ans were unanimouſly charged with 749- 
latry ; although they did acknowledge 
but one God, and Aer the greateſt 
created excellencies to be: in Chriſt, and 
believed the Worſhip of Chrift tended to 
the honour of the Father. 

2. Astothe Nature of Divine Worſhip. 
He proceeds in this method. 

1. To ſhew what Worſhipis; which 


he puns, me from hoxoar, the one re- 


lating to bare excellexcy, the other to Su- 
periority and Power ; which diſtindtion 
he proves from the moſt eminent Schoo! 
Divines. 


O3 2. What 


| = 
2.. What Divine Worſhip is ; viz. fuch 
a ſubjeftion of our ſelves to God as 
Thews his peculiar Sovera7gpty over us : 
from whence he proceeds to manifeſt, 
That there are ſome peruliar externd! 
Atts of Divine Worſhip, which he proves, 
(1.) From the Nature and defion of Re- 
tigious Worſhip ; and here he enquires 
intothe diflindtion of Civil and Relrgtons 
'Worthip ; which, he ſaith, as other moral 
actions, is to be taken from the cireum- 
ſtances of them : and from hence came 
the inſtitution of ſolemn rites for Religji- 
ous Worſhip. And the beſt Dzvines of 
the [Roman Church do allow, that there 
out to be ome peculiar external Ats 
of Divine Worſhip ; which he likewiſe 
oves from the infinite diſtance between 
God and his Creatures ; and from the 
remarkable Teſtimonies of the Hearhens 
to that purpoſe. | 
(2.) From Gods appropriating ſome 
exterual As of W orſhip to himſelf ; 
wherein he ſpeaks to two things : 
1. What thoſe At&s are which God 
Hathappropriated to himſelf; of which 
he reckons up ix. 
x. Satrifice, 2. Religious adoration. 
3- Erection of Temples and Altars. 
- | 4. Burning 


(199) 
4. Burning of Incenſe. 5. Solemn Invo- 
cation. 6. Vows. 

2. How far Gods appropriting theſe 
Afﬀs doth concern us! Which he thus 
reſolves. 1. It is granted there muſt be 
ſome peculiar Acts. 2. God is the beſt 
Judge of them. 43. What he hathonce 
appropriated cannot he made comnion 
till his Will bedeclared. 4. Chriſt hath 
made no alteration herein by his Law. 
5. The Apoſtles ſuppole the ſame 20710 
of Idolatry to continus ſtill, 6, The 
Jews did eſteem it 140/atry to ule thoſe 
ads of Worſhip towards any Creatwe. 
Where he ſhews that {do/atry may be 
committed as many wayes as Worſhip 
may become due to Gog. | 

(3.) From the ſenſe of the Chriftian 
Church ; which hath condemned thoſe 
for Iaolatry who have applyed theſe ap- 
proprate 4s of Wor(hip to any thing 
belides _—_ X 4 

2}. How the applying the As oi Re- 
ligions Worſhip nu 4 Ne makes that 
Worthip Idolatry? Where he explains, 

I. What real hozonr we do allow to 
the Sa/zts on the account of their excel- 
lencies. 

2. What Worſhip we deny to them. 
(1.) Iavard ſubmiſſion of our ſouls in 

O 4 prayers 
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prayer, dependence, and thankſgiving. (2.) 
External and ſolemn Atts of Religious 
Worſhip, which are given to Saizts in the 
Churchof Rome : and he proves from un- 

ueſtionable Teſtimonies of Antiquity, that 
the Fathers did deny to be given to them. 
And ſo he concludes that Diſcourſe with 
afull and clear explication of a Teſtimony 
of \S. Auguſtin againſt Invocation of 
Saints. 

 This1s abrief Abſtrat# of the deſign of 
Dr. $:.*s diſcourſe concerning the Nature 
of 1dolatry ; whole parts are too well 
conſidered and put together to be blown 
down with a puff or two of Wit. Let 
me now hear how T. G. hath acquitted 
himſelf in this matter, which we ſhall 
the better judge of, by having this Scheme 
before us. 

R. P. I perceive you expect T. G. 
ſhould have followed Dr. $:.'s method, 
and have anſwered him part by part ; 
but he was wiſer than ſo; for he charges 
him with three things. (1.) That he 
makes vain, and endleſs, and unneceſſary diſ- 
courſes, (2.) That he ought to have laid 
aown the true notion of Idolatry from the 
ature of the things, which he hath not done. 
(3.) That he hath unfaithfully reported the 
words and ſenſe of Authors, Afﬀter _— 

| 1C 
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he diſproves the parallel between the Hear 
then and Romiſh Tdolatry. | 

P. D. This laſt, if you pleaſe, we will 
reſerve to another Conference ; for I be- 
lieve the other three, will hold us long 
enough. I pray: begin where T. G. 
doth. 

R. P. Firit, He complains much of the 
Bulk of” the Book ; and brings in a kind of 
a Taylors bill of the number of pages : 
Imp. of T. G.'s notion of Idolatry, p. 183. 
It. Of the Nature of Divine Worſhip, p. 
164. It. Of the Controverſie about Images 
between Chriſtians and Heathens, p. 140. 
It. Of Imazes in the Chriſtian Church, p. 
180. odd. It. Of the ſenſe of the ſecond 
Commandment, p. 113. It. Of Inſtances, 
and facings and linings, p. 96. Sm. tot. 
p. 877. Was not this enough to put any 
man out of humour ? 
 Þ. D. Nodoubt; when he confidered 
he was to pay it all. And Idobelieve 
what he ſaith, that h2 was wery uneaſie 
when he read it ; and like the Laconian in 
Boccalini, who was condemned to read over 
Guicciardines War of Pila : and defired 
rather to be cond:mned to the Gallies, For 
there is nothing more troubleſome to a 
man thanto ſee thi: 12 owes more than 
he isever able is pay 


fp 


Dz4l. p. 
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preſent Queſtion, But I pray kt me 
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'R.P. But T. G. ſhews how much of: 
the Bill might have been cut off. 

P. D. The ſhorteſt way had been to 
have thrownall into the Fire, as no doubt 
he would have done, if it had been in his 
Power, and that had been the moſt et- 
fectual Diſcharge to Dr. St.'s charge of. 
Idolatry, But do you think, it is a good 
anſwer to an Indictment, to ſay it con- 
ſiſted of too many lines ? 

R. P. T.G. faith he ought to have 
proceeded more Mathematically. 

P. D. How lo? - 

R. P. By laying down only theſe four Po- 
ſtulata. x. That Idolatry may conſiſt with 
the acknowledgement of one Supreme Being, 
2. That God ought to be 7 our Accord- 
ing to his own appointment, 3. That the 
Wiſer Heathens pretended they did not look 
01 therr Images as Gods, but as Symbols of 
that Being to which they gave divine Wor- 
{bip.' 4.That for the for firſt Centuries, there 
was little or no uſe of Images 1n the Temples 
and Oratories of Chriſtians. Whuch as 
far as I underſtand 7. 6G. he was willing 
to have granted him. 

P.D. Are you ſure of that? If theſe 
things be fairly granted, they will go a . 


great way toward the reſolution of the 


un- 


- — 
ee 
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linderſtand how far and in what 
ſenſe ? | 

R. P. For the firſt, rhat Tdolatry may. 
conſiſt with the acknowledgement of one ſt- 
preme Being : I perceive T, G. puts this 


limitation to it, at /eaſ? as Tdolatry is taken _ p- 


by Dr. St. for the giving external Aits of 
Worſhip, due only to Godl, to a Creature. 

P. D. Let us then lay up this at pre- 
ſent, that real Idolatrous Worſhip 1s con- 
ſiſtent with the acknowledgement of one 
ſupreme God ; which may be of ule to us 
in this debate. 

R. P. For the ſecond, T. G. faith, that 
it is no where denyed, but 1s ſuppoſed by him, 
mhen he ſaith, that if God have forbidden 
himſelf to be worſhipped after ſuch a man- 
ner, the giving him 1h worſhip will be dif” 
honouring of him, though the Giver intend 
it never ſo much for his honour, much more 
then, the giving atts of worſhip appropriated 
to him to another. 

P. D. This is very kind. For then if 


it appear, that God hath forbidden the 
- "Worſhip of himſelf by an I»-2ge, it fol- 


lows that no ztention of the perſon can 
excuſe ſuch worſhip from 7do/arry. 

R. P. For the third, concerning the pra- 
ice of the wiſer Heathens, T.G. allows 
the Dr. to make his beſt of it. 

P. i. 
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P. D. Then there may be [dolatrous 
worſhip of | Images, where the Images them- 
ſelves are not made the cbjects of Worſhip ; 
and conſequently if ſuch worſhip be for- 
bidden in the Se Commandment, 
that cannot be underſtood only of bowing 
dowp to the Images themſelves, | 

R. P. For the fourth, he faith, ſizce 
the Church hath a power in decreeing Rites 
and Ceremonies, it had been no prejudice to 


his Cauſe, if it had been longer, before the 


Uſe of Images was brought into Churches. 

P. D. If the Church had looked on 
the worſhip of Images as an indifferent 
Rite, there had been ſome reaſon for 
what T. G. ſaith; But the force of what 
Dr. $:. ſaid, lay not meerly in their ha- 
ving x0 Images 1n Churches in the Primi- 
tive times ; but inthe Reaſons given by 
the Primitive Chriſtians againſt the Wor- 
/bipof them. From whence he hath at 
large proved that the Primitive Chriſti- 
ans did look on the Worſhip of Images as 
utterly unlawful by the Law of God, al- 
though the Object repreſented did de- 
ſerve Worſhip. And this. I. take to be 
one of the moſt material Diſcourſes in 
Dr, $:.*'s Book, to the preſent Contro- 
verſte, and which he lays the greateſt 
w'eight upon. For he inſiſts upon theſe 
ſeveral 
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ſeveral particulars. 


(1.) * Thatthey *p. 41g. 


judged luch a repreſentation of God by 97 428- 


Images to be unſuitable to his Nature ; 
for which he produceth the Teſtimonies 
of Clemens Alexanar, , Juſtin Martyr, A- 
thenagor as, Origen, S. Hierom, S. Auguſtin 
and others. (2.) + That they looked on 
the Worſhip of Images as repugnant to the 
Will of God ; as being contrary to the 
fecond Commandment, which did oblige 
Chriſtians. (3.) * That to ſuppoſe that 
they looked on the worſhip of Images as a 
thing indifferent, 1s to charge the Prim:- 
tive Chriſtians with great hypocriſie. 
(4.) t That the Chriſtian Church continued 
to have the ſame opinion about the wor- 
ſhip of Images after the Pagan Idolatry was 
ſuppreſſed. (5.) * That it was no juſt 
excuſe in the ſenſe of the Primitive 
Church, that they worſhippeda zrue 0b- 
ject, or gaveonly an inferiour worſhip to 
the Images, for the ſake of thoſe repre- 
ſented by them. 6.) + That Tanorance 
and Superſtition firſt brought in the wor- 
ſhip of Þ-azes, which was ſtill condemn- 
ed by the beſt D:ivizes of the Church. 
(7.) * That the Worſhip of Images came 
to be eſtabliſhed in the Church by very in- 
direct means ; ſuch as Treaſon, calum- 
nies, Iyes, and burning and — 
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all Books againſt it. /8.) f That wheti' 
it was eſtabliſhed by the ſecond Council 
of Nice, it was vehemently oppoſed by 
the Meſtern C hurch at the Council of Franc- 
ford: and that this Council of Nice was 
never owned in the Weſterz Church for 2 
Geaeral Conncil till the Reformation be- 


n. 

And now I pray was it poflible for. 
T. G. to overlook all theſe things ? or 
was it fair to pretend to anſwer Dr. $7.'s 
Book, wherein all theſe things are, and 
yer to paſs them over, as if they had ne- 
ver been written ? If this be the way of 
making Juſt Diſcharges, Tami afraid T.G.'s 
credit cannot hold out long ; for this is 
not after the rate of five ſhillings in the 
pound : and for all that I ſee, Dr. Sr. 
may take out the Statute againſt him, 
However, I ſhall conſider what he pre- 
tends to D#/charge, and if his payment be 
not good in that neither, his Word will 
hardly be taken for any Juſt Diſcharge 
more. Ipray goon. 

R. P. For the fifth Chapter, Of the 
ſenſe of the ſecond Commandment, T. G. 
faith, if God hath there expreſly prohibited 
the\giving any Worſhip to himſelf by an 
T19149e, as Dr. St. affirms, there needed no 
poe than to expoſe the Law as in a Table 

272 
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in Legiſlative Gothick ( 45 it is done by him, 
P-671.) with the addition only of a Fin- 
ger iu the Margent to point to the Words fos 
every ont that runs to read them. 

P. D. And muſt this paſs for an An- 
ſwer to Dr. $:.*'s Diſcourſe about the 
ſenſe of the ſecond Commandment? I 
am really aſhamed of ſuch —_— a 
matter of ſo great importance. I know 
not whether it were the Leg//lative Go- 
thick or no, or a Finger on the Wall, but 
{omething or other about that Command- 
»ent hath fo attrighted you inthe Church 
of Roxze, that you dare not let it be ſeen 
in your Ordinary Books of Lievotion. As 
for the cavil about expreſly, I have an- 
iwered it already, 

R. P. For his laft Chapter, T. G. faith, 
there needed no more than to ſay, that the 
Church of England doth not allow any Wor- 
ſhip tobe given to the Altar. © 

P. D. Is it poilible for T.G. to think 
to fob us off with ſuch anſwers as thele ? 
barely to tell his Adverſary, he might 
have ſpared this and the other Diſ- 
courle. 

R. P. But T. G. faith, this is the moſt 
anaterial thing in that Chapter. 

P. D. Say you ſo? Was the wile Coun- 
cl of Nice, 10 immaterial a thing ? thar 
| It 
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it mult now be quite abandoned, and no 
kind of Diſcharge be ſo much as offered 
to be made for it ? Was there nothing 
material in what concerns the charge of 
Contradictions, Paradoxes, School-diſpntes, 
&«c.? And all the other I»ſtarces waved 
to come to this of Bowing to the Altar ? 
there muſt be ſome My/terze in this ; 
and I think I have found it, the Parro- 
aus bone Fidei inveighs bitterly againſt 
this, as worſe than Egyptian Idolatry, and 
reproaches Dr. St. upon account of his 
defending it : and 7. G. finds it much 
ealter to reproach than to anſwer. 

R. P. Thetruth is, this Patronus bone 
Fidei doth T.G. Knights ſervice ; For 
when he hath no mind to appear him- 
ſelf, he ſerves him for a Knight of the 
Poſt, who runs blindfold upon any thing 
that may diſcredit the Church of England ; 
two or three ſuch rare men would eaſe us 
of a great deal of trouble. For 7. G. 
takes between five and fix pages together 
out of him in this place, beſides what he 
hath takenup at intereſt upon other oc- 
caſ10ns. | 

P. D. Is this the Juſt D:ſcharge, to 
borrow ſo much out of the Fanatick 
ſtock? Setting then aſide what is brought 
over of the old Account, which had been 
reckoned 
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reckoned for before ; and how very ma- 
ny material things are never entred, 
which he was accountable for ; and how 
much he hath borrowed upon the Boya 
F:des of the Fanatick Hiſtorian, all the 
telt will amount to a very pitiful Diſ- 
charge. But ſince no better payment 
can be had, let us at leaſt examine this : 
For this Boxa Fides is a kind of Republ;- 
can Publick Faith, which no body will 
truſt twice, not ſo much as for Bodkixs 
and 7 himbles. 

F.C. Hold Sir, You love alwayes to 
be rubbing upon old Sores ; have you 
forgot the 4 of Ob{;vion? You know 
we dare not ſpeak what we think of 
thoſe times now ; and is that fair to ac- 
cuſe when we dare not anſwer ? Min 
your own buſineſs, defend the Church of 
Expglandif you can, in that 1do/atrons pra- 
tice of bowing to the Altar. 1 alwayes 
thought what it would come to, when 
Dr. Sz. went about the charge of [dolatry 
upon the principles of the Church of 
Exgland ; TI knew he could never defend 
himſelf but upon good Orthodox Fana- 
tick principles, as you cail them. Now 
Sir, you have him at an advantage, 
joyn your force and T. G.'s with that of 
the Patrowms bone Fiaez, 2nd if the Geeſe 
P follow 
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follow the Fox cloſe, you will keep him 
from ever ſtirring more. 

P.D. 1 thank you for your good 
Will to the Cauſe, and that 1s all I fear 
from you ; you only add to the number, 
and. help to preſerve the Roman Capitol 
by your xoiſe. 

R. P. You ſhall not eſcape thus ; 
what ſay you to bowing to the Altar, is 
not that as great Idolatry, as worſhip of 
Images ? 

P. D. Doyou not remember the an- 
fwer Dr. $:. hath already given to this 
objection ? 

R. P. I tell you I read none of his 
Books, and know not what he hath writ- 
ten, but asI finditin T.G. 
 / P.D. Whatis that? 

/ R. P. Have I not told you already, 
/ that, the Church of England doth not allow 
"\_-4py worthip to be given to the Altar ? 

P. D. Andisnot that to the purpoſe ? 
For dare any of you ſay ſoof the Church 
of Roxze in reſpect of Images _ 

R. P. But T.G. ſaith, this is not the 
meaning of the Canon which Dr. St. pro- 
duces : for, he ſaith, the Canon only implyes 
that they give no Religions worſhip to it, 
brt they do not deny any kind of worſhip to 
be given to it ; and Dr. St. hmſclforants 
| that 
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that there is a Revereyce due to Sacred 
Places, | | | 

. P.D. Now your bolt is ſhot T hope 
I may have leave to fay ſomething both 
in behalf of the Caxoy and Dr. S:. 
(1.) For the Caroz, I fay as Dr, Se. 
did, that it denyes any worſhip to be 
given to the A/tar, for it makes the 
adoration to be immediately made to 
the Divine Majeſty, without reſpedt 
to the Altar, either as the Object or 
Means of Worſhip, which I prove, (1.) 
From the [ztroduttion. For can an 
words be more expreſs than thoſe, in the 
Introdudtion * For as much as the Charch is 
the Houſe of God, dedicated to. his holy 
Worſhip ( not to that of the Altar ) axd 
therefore ought to mind us both of the Great- 
meſs and  Googneſs of his Divine Majeſty 
(.not of the ſacredneſs of the Altar) 
certain it is that the acknowledgement there- 
of, not ouly inwardly in our hearts, but alſo 
outwardly with our Bodies, muſt needs be 
. prons init ſelf, profitable unto us and edify- 
22 unto others. If the intention of the 
Caron had been to have given any wor- 
ſbip to the Altar, the Tntroduttion muſt 
have related to that, and nor. to the Di- 
vine Majeſty. 


P 2 (2.) From 
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(2.) From the Recommendation ; we 
therefore think it meet and behooveful, and 
heartily commend it to all good and well- 
affefted People; members of this Church, 
rhat they be ready to tender unto the Lord, 
( not to the Altar) the ſaid due acknow- 
ledgement by doing Reverence and Obeyſance 
both at their coming in and going out of the 
ſaid Churches, &C. according to the moſt an- 
cient Cuſtom of the Primitive Church in 
Pureſt times, and of this Church alſo for 
_ years of the Reign of Queen Eliza- 
gen. 

(3.) Fromthe expreſs difowning the 
giving any Religious worſhip to the Com- 
2nion T able. Which is not meant ofan 
individuum wvagum, but of this Act of Ado- 
ration, which is the Religious worſhip here 
_ of; and thereby no kind of wor- 
(hip1s intended to the A/rar, but only to 
God, And which 1s more plain yet by 
what follows, that it is not done out of an 
opinion of the Corporal Preſence of Chriſts 
Body oz: the T able, or in the Myſtical Ele- 
ments ; but only ( miark that Y for the ad- 
wvancement of Gods Majeſty, and ts give 
him Alone, (not the Altar together with 
him) that honour and glory which is due 
unto him and no otherwiſe. Can any 
words be plainer than theſe ? They _ 

only 
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only Legi/lative Gothick, and a Finger 
in the Margey, for T. G. to underſtand 
them. 

{ 4.) Archbiſhop Land who certainly 
underſtood the- meaning of this Caroz, 
pleads only for the worſhip to be given 
1mmediately:to God himſelt. God forbid, 
faith he, that we ſhould worſhip any thing 
but God himfelf : and he adds, if there 
were ao Table ſtanding, he would worſhip 
God when he came into his Houſe. And 
he calls it ſtill, Doing Rewverence to Al- 
mighty God, but only towards his Altar : 
and he faith, the People did nnderfland this 
fully, and apply the worſhip to God, and to 
none but God. 

(5. ) Whenthe introducing this, was 
made one of the Articles of his Charge by 
the Commons ; his Anſwer was, That his 
bowing was oaly to worſhip God, not the Al- 
tar, and I hope it is mo offence or treaſon to 
worſhip God in the Kjngs own Chapel, or to 
induce others to do the like, 

( 6.) Idonotfind any of our Dzv:xes 
who pleaded moſt for it, do contend for 
any morethan worſhipping God towards the 
Altar, and not. giving any warſhip to rhe 
Altar ; the arguments they uſed were 


tor determining the /ocal circumſtance ot 


worſhip, and not for making the A/t1r the 
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Defence, Object of it. And the difference between 
2-705,9. theſe two Dr. $:. hath at large cleared. 


R. P. But cannot we ſay, that we only 
worſhip God before an Image, arid do not 
give any Religious worſhip to the Image, 
and then the caſe is _ ? 

P. D. You may lay ſo, and'you ſome- 
times do, to deceive ignorant people ; 
but you cannot ſay it truly. For (1.) Your 
Councils have determined that Relzigrons 
worſhip is to be given to Images ; our Canon 
faith, 7t is not to be given to the Altar, 
therefore the caſe is far from being pa- 
rallel. _ And Dr. S:. hath fully proved, 
that the/NVicere Conncil did require Religi- 
ous Worſhip to be given to Images ; and 4- 
nathematizes all who do it not. And utter- 
ly rejetts thoſe that ſay they are to be had on- 
ly for memory, and out of fome kind of Ho- 
nour or Reverence ; for nothing but Religi- 
ous worſhip would ſatisfie them. And the 
As. of that worſhip are expreſſed to be 
not only bow: but proſtration, kiſſing, ob- 
lation.of Incenſe and Lights ; and Dr. Sr. 
hath/elſewhere ſhewed, that all the A&#s 
of worſhip which the Heathens did per- 
form to their Images in old Rome, are 
given tO ' Images in modern | Rome. 
{ 2. ) Thoſe in the Chanrch of Rome who 
have only contended for the worſhip - 
Go 
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God before the Image, have been con- 
demned by others as ſavorring of Here- 
fie, who lay it is a matter of Faith inthe 
Roman Church, that Tmages are to be wor- 
ſhipped truly and properly ; and that the 
contrary opinion iS darigerons, raſh, and 
fovonring of Herefle, which is likewiſe 
proved at large by Dr. Sr. 


From p. 
5$383.tOfs. 


R. P. But doth not Dr. Sr. himſelf 5” 


allow a Reverence due to Sacred places ? 


P. D. He doth ſo. But do you ob-. 


ſerve the difference he puts between that 
and Worſhip ? I willendeavour to make 
his diſtin& notion of theſe things plain 
to you. 


Firſt, He diſtinguiſhes between Ho- 
our and Worſhip : 
(1.) Honour he makes to be the 
Eſteem of Excellency ; 
Inward, only in the mind, 


Either 


Ontward, in as ſuitable 
to that eſtimation, 


| (216) 
. And this Execellexcy may be twofqld, 
1. Perſonal. 2. Relative. 


1. Perſonal ; and that threefold ; 


| x. Civil ; in regard of humaxe 

Society, as that of Abraham to 
the Children of Heth, 

'1 2. Moral; on account (Natural , 
] of moral | or 

'} ces; either C Acquired. 
\ | 3. Spiritual; inregard of ſupernae 
'L Frural Graces: 


| And that may be given two wayes, 


Al (I .) To the Perſons as preſert ; 
which is Rel:gions he pect : 
as that of Nebuchadnezzar to 
Daniel, Dan.2.46. Of Abra- . 

f  bamtothe Angels, Gen.18.2. 

| (2.) To them as ab/ent ; and 

-  .4 . this 1s Religious Honpur : and 
|] it lyeschiefly in Thaxkſerv- 

| to Gogfor them, and cele- 

'| brating their memories ; be- 

| cauſe the Hozour of Divine 

'] Graces ought to redound 

| cluefly to the giver of them, 


2. Re. 
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2. Relative : from the relation 

which things have to what we eſteem 

on the account of its own excellercy. 


Fs. Civil Relation to our Friends, 
or ſtrangers whom weeſteem ; 
and ſo we ſet a value on their 

'| © Pictures, on their Letters or 

,! Hand-writing , or any thing 

2 belonging tothem. 


| 2. Spiritual Relation to God and 
'f tis Worſhip; and the regard 
| to theſe he calls Reverexce. 


> - 


And that lies in theſe things : 


(1.) Diſcrimination from 
| common uſe. 
1(2.) Conſecration to a ia. 
| cred uſe. 

(3.) Suittble Uſage of 

them 1in regard of 
'L that relation. 


” 
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But if you ask wherein the difference 
of this lies from Worſhip, He faith, from 
the greateſt D;vizes of your Church, that 


(2. ) Worſhip hath a reſpe&t to Pow- 
- er and Superiority ; and that is 


Ct. Civil ; inregard of the Power 
and Authority of Magiſtrates. 


2. Religious; in regard of Gods 
peculiar Soveraignty Over us, 


And that is twofold, 


(1. TInternal\ Submiſſion, 
Dependence. 


) in 
2. External; which muſt be, 


x. Suchas expreſs our ſubmil- 
ſiop and dependence ; as 

T. Sacrifice. 2. Solemninvo« 
cation. J. Adoration. 4. 
Vows. +5. Swearing by 
him, &C. 

2. They muſt be peculiar ta 
himſelf. 

I. From the diifate of Na- 
Fure, as tO the peculiarity 
of Gods Soverainty. 

| 2, From 
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2. From the Will of God, 
which appropriates ſuch 
Att to himſelf. 
3. From the conſent of Nati- 
onus and the Chriſtian 
| Church. 

Therefore the giving that Worſhip 
which is d4#eto God, and doth expreſs our 
ſnbjection to him , to any thing beſides 
him, 1s violation of the Rzphts of Gods 
Soveratenty ; and if it be given to any 
creature, it receives its denomination 
from the Natzre of that Creature to 
which it is given. 


_ 


Good. 
Angels. © Bad. 


— 


Saints. 


Dead men. IWicke d, 


Creatures. 


 (1.) To Animate | 


t Brutes of all ſorts. 
Ei - Elements. 
Natural. Oterd 
| Plants. 
(2). To Ipant- 
& mate. Artificial ; made to re- 
| preſent the objects of 
Worſhip., and there- 
* forecalled Imnzes. 
Which 


Dzal. pe 
I8le 
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Which is properly Idolatry, being the 
worſhip of a repreſentation ; but becauſe 
that word Ido! 1s extended to any crea- 
tre to which the Worſhip proper to God 
is given, therefore every ſuch kind of 
Worſhip is in Scripture, and by the _ 
an Church called Idolatry., And by this 
Scheme of Dr. St.*s zotion of theſe things, 
_ may eaſily underſtand the difference 

e puts between Reverence and Worſhip. 

R. P. But T.G. faith, The Church of 
Rome requires by the terms of Communi- 
on with her, no more than Reverexce, or 
Honorary reſpedt to Images. 

P. D. Why doth T. G. go about thus 
to impoſe en his Readers without an- 
{wering what Dr.$S:. had produced to 
the contrary ? From three things. 

1. From the Decrees of the ſecond 

Council of Nice. | 

2. From the conſtant opinion of 
their moſt eminent Divixes, both be- 
fore, and after the Council of T rept. 

3. From the publick and allowed 

Pratiſes of their Church. 

I. In Conſecration of Images for 
Worſhip ; with Forms preſcribed 
in the Roman Pontifical. 

2, In Supplication before them , 
with proſtrations and alt other 4&s 

QL 
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of Worſhip which the Heathens uſed 
towards them. 

3. In Solemn Proceſſions with 
Images, with the ſame kind of Pop 
and Ceremony Which was uſed in 
Heathen Rome. - © 

And afterall this can T. G. have the 
confidence to ſay, this is only Hoxorary 
Reſpeft without anſwering to any one 
of theſe particulars, which were pur- 
poſely alledged to prove the contrary ? 

R. P. But now Sir look to your ſelf, 
for the Patronus bone Fidei knocks all 
down before him, and proves bowing to 
the Altar pradtiſed in the Church of Eng- 
land zo be worſe than Popiſh or Egyptian 
Idolatry. 

P.D. T hope not worſe than the 
Power of Excommunication, which the 
ſame excellent Advocate for Fanaticks 
hath beſtowed as ill names upon and 
with as little Reafon : but ſuch as it is 
I am prepared to receive it. 

R. P. The Patronus bone Fidei ſaith, 
that, However Dr. St. wheadled and blind- 
ed with preferments ( for that is the 
meaning of 7. G.'s &Cc. ) endeavours to 
palliate this kind of Adoration, and to vin- 


dicate it from the crime of Idolatry, yet I 


aonbt not to affirm , that this bowing out- 
Wie 


Prodrems 
fo 76s 
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wvies the Idolatry bath of Egyptians and 
Romaniſts, ot only in horiible eniquity 
and enormitie, but in madneſs and folly. 

F.C. Who is this Patronus bone Fidei, 
you {peak ſo much of? He is a good 
man I werrant him. He ſpeaks home 
tothe buſineſs. | 

P. D. Yes if ignorance and confi- 
dence doth it : for never did man betray 
more than your Advocate in this ſaying. 

F.C. He will prove it I warrant you. 

P. D. Juft as you did Kyeelivs at the 
Communion to be Idolatry ; if fo well. 
But firſt for the Rowan 1dolatry. 

R. P. It is not, ſaithhe, ſo much mad- 
neſs in them to adore the Lord Feſus under 
the ſpecies of bread, as it is an error it 
them to believe tranſubſtantiation. But it 
i an Hypochondriacal madneſs, and giday- 
brained ſtupidity for men to perform ado- 
ration towards that place , a Chriſt ts 
220 more preſent than any where elſe , and 
where neither the T able, war Altar, nor any 
thing that is ſet upon the Table ( unleſs 
perchance a clean Towel , twa Books richly 
bound, or a pair of Candleſticks with two 
Camadles in them, not ta be lighted, till their 
minds be quite drunk with Popery ) repre- 
ſent either Chriſt or his Image, 4 Fana- 
tical Adoration he calls it, without any Ob- 
Jett. P. D. Call 
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P.D. Call you this proving ? It is 
father raving and foaming at the mouth. 
This is ſuch biting as may endanger an 
Hydrophobia. There is no arguing with 
ſucha man, but ina dark Room and un- 
der good Keepers. But that you may 
take no advantage by his ſayings ; how 
can it be [dolatry without an Objeft ? 1.e. 
Taolatry without an Idol. But can 
there be no Ohjec# of worſhip but what 
iS viſible ? What doth he worſhip 
himſelf ? Or rather whom do his C/:- 
ents the Fanaticks worſhip? Nothing ? 
Becauſe not a vi{eble object. Is not ado- 
ration a part of Worſhip? If not, it is 
no Idolatry to give it to an Image. If 
it be, then bowing to an [-vi/ible Object 
in a place dedicated to Divine Worſhi 
is giving to God that Worſhip, which 
being given to an Image makes it 1dola- 
try. I pray Sir do you anſwer for 
him. 

F.C. T underſtand you not. 

P. D. I thought ſo. But I will en- 
 QLeavour to make you underſtand me. 
Is the bowing downto an Image Idolatry ? 

F.C. Yes, without all doubt. 

P. D. Is not Iaolatry giving toa Crea- 
ture the Worſhip that is due to God ? 

F.C. Teh | 
P. D. How 
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* P.D. How can that be giving to 4 
Creature the Worſhip due to God ; if it be 
not lawful to give this Worſhip to God 
which you give to the Creature ? 

F.C. Iknow not what you mean. 

P. D. Not yet ? Isnot adoration of an 
Image, Idolatry ? 

F.C. Yes, I told you ſo once al- 
ready. 

P. D. Then adoration 1s to be given 
to God. How elſe car the giving it toa 
Creature make it Idolatry ? 

F.C: T do not well underſtand you ; 
but as far as I can gueſs, you ſpeak 
of bodily worſhip; but alas! we know 
that God muſt be worſhipped in Spirit and 
in Truth. 

P: D. Whodenies that ? But obſerve 
what follows, then no man is guilty of 
1do/atry, that doth not worſhip an Image 
#1 Spirit and in Truth : but the Law for- 
bids bowing down to them and worſhipping 
of them ; do you think that bow:ng down 
15 meant of the Mzd or of the Boay ? 

F.C. What is it you would have by 
all theſe Queſtions ? | 

P. D. No more but this, that it 1s 
lawful to give external adoration to the 
Divine Majeſty. | 

F.C. And what then ? | 
| P.D. Is 
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P. D. Is it lawful to give God that 
worſhip, (which it is lawtul to give ab- 
ſolutely) in a place ſet apart for his 
Worſhip ? 

F.C. That is a ſtrange queſtion in- 
deed. | | 

P, D. See now , what you have 
blought your {elf to; to acknowledge 
that to be lawful which you ſo rally 
called Idolatry. 

F. C. What is that ? 

P. D. Bowing in the Church, in teſti- 
mony of our adoration of the Divine Mas 
iehy SlÞ® 

F.C. That 1s not it ; but it 15 bow:zg to 
the Altar. 

P. D. Who knows beſt ? Thoſe that 
made the Cazoz or you ? They declare 
they meant nothing elſe than what I 
have ſaid; and deny any Religions Wor- 
ſhip to be given to the Altar. And would 
not you think it hard for us to accuſe 
you for worſhipping your Hats in prayer, 
becauſe you put them before your faces 
when you pray ; as you do us for worſhip- 
ping the A/zar, becauſe we bow towards 
it ! 

F.C. But you look towards the Altar 
when you bow. 


Q_ P.D. And 


Defence 
from p. 
702, tO. 
717. 
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P.D. And are not your eyes uport 
your Hars when you pray ? And 1s not 
prayer a part of Gods immediate Wors- 
ſhip ? | 
F. C. But we call it bowing to the 
Altar, 

P. D. We may as well call yours, 
praying to the Flat. 

F.C. Some doaſhign the rea/ox of their 
worſhip from the Communion T able, and 
we never do from our Hats. | 

P.D. They do not aſſign the reaſon of 
their worſhip ; but the reaſozz of that cir- 
cumſtance of it, why that way rather 
thari another ; which they parallel with 
the Jews worſhipping of God towards 
the 4rk and the Chernbims, which yet 
were no objects of Divine Worſhip, either 
by Gods appointment, or the Jew:ſh pra- 
dice, or in the opinion of ſome of the 
moſt learned Divines , even of the Ro- 
4x Church; who make the moſt advan- 
tage they can of it; as Dr. $:. hath at 
large proved in his Anſwer to 7.G. ; 
and I do not hear of any Reply T7. G. hath 


_ madeto it. 


R.P. But the Patronus bone Fidet 
faith, the Papiſts have more reaſon to wor- 
ſhip Chriſt on the ſuppoſition of Tranſub- 


ftantiation, than you have to worſhip 


P. D. What * 
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P. D. What ? Speak out. The Altar ? 
we deny it to be any Osjeit of Worſhip 
to us: If he means, than to worſhip 
God with external adoration towards the 
Altar,let him do that, which he never yet 
did, prove what he faith ; v/z. that there 
is more reaſon to worſhip Chrift under 
the bread on ſuppoſition of 7ra/ub/tar- 
ztiation, than for our giving external ado- 
ration to the Divine Majeſty. For to 
give this adoratiox to God needs no other 
{uppoſition but of his 7zfinire Majeſty 
and Omnipreſence ; but to worſhip Chriſt 
on the A/tar under the ſpecies of Bread, | 
doth not only ſuppoſe the truth of one 
of the moſt abſurd ſuppoſitions in the 
world, that the ſubſtance of the Bread is 
changed into the Body of Chriſt, and the 
Body of Chriſt is there inviſibly preſent 1un- 
der the ſpecies of Bread : but it ſuppoles 
likewiſe theſe things. 1. That the Bo- 
dy of Chriſt as united with the ſpecies of 
Bread is a proper object of Divine Adora- 
tion : 1.e. that theſe two do make up one 
entire objett of Divine Worſhip ; and then 
it follows that the ſacramental ſpecies 
are a partial object of Divine Adorati- 
on, for whatever goes to make up an ob- 
ject entire muſt have ſhare with it; 
which is quite another thing from an 
Q. 2 acciden- 
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accidental connexion , 25 of a Princes 
Robes together with his Perſon ; for no 
man ever faid the Princes Garments 
made up with his Perſon an Obje## fit 


to be kneeled to in token of Syubjection. 


But here is an union ſuppoſed between 
Chrifts Body and the Accidents, and ſuch 
an #nion by vertue whereof Divine Wor- 
fhip 1s direQted to the ſpecies of Bread, 
and conſequentially to the Body of Chriſt 
as uxited thereto. 2. It ſuppoſeth, that 
the "Body of Chriſt being thus united 
with the ſpecies of bread may receive 
all that worſhip which is due to God 
alone. Which 1s not very eaſe to prove. 
Becaule it doth not follow, that where- 
ever a Body 1s, there thoſe things muſt 
be which do not reſult by neceſſary 
concomitancy from the being of a Body. 
For ſince it doth not follow by vertue 
of the Hypoſtatical union that where- 
ever the Divizity 1s, the humane na- 
ture of Chriſt mult be there alſo ; how 
doth it neceſlarily follow, that where- 
ever the Body of Chriſt is, the Divinity 
1s ſo preſent as to make that Body be- 
come an Object of Divine Adoration ? 
We ſay the Foot is united to the Soulas 
well as the Head, but do we therefore 
lay that whatever is in the $0: is equal- 


ly 
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ly preſent in the Foot as in the Head? 
as that the Foot reaſons, conſiders, di- 
rects as the Head doth. Ir is not there- 
fore bare union but the manner of Pre- 
ſence, which doth make an Object fit for 
adoration. That Preſence ought to be 
(it not glorious and becoming the D:- 
vine Majeſty in that reſpe&) yet ſo well 
atteſted , as the Divinity of Chriſt was 
in his humane nature, by the voice of 
Angels, by Teſtimony of God himlelt from 
Heaven, by miracles, by Prophecies, &Cc. 
But here 1s nothing like this ; no evi- 
dence being given of the Divize Preſexce 
under the Elements, neither from ſexſc, 
nor reaſox, nor Scripture, For the Sere- 
pture 1s only pretended to ſpeak of the 
Body of Chriſt, and not of his Divinity. 

R. P. But by vertue of the hypoſtatica! 
anion Where-ever the Body of Chriſt 1s, 
his D:ivize Nature muſt be preſent r0O. 

P. D. That 1 know very well 15 com- 
monly faid by you; but I pray conſider 
theſe two things. ( 1.) If the Body of 
Chriſt may be preſent by reproduttion of 
the ſame Body; as ſome of your greateſt 
and lateſt Divines have alſerted - then 
there 15no ſuch neceſſity of concomtoncy 
of the Divinity of Chriſt ; becauſe they 
ifay, God may reproduce the ſame body with- + 
| Q 2 nut 
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ont all the accidents of it, and conſequent- 
ly without the Fhpoſtatical Union. 
( 2.) By the ſame way of Copcomitancy 
they may hold the Perſozzs of the Father 
and Holy Ghoſt to be under the ſpectes, and 
to be there worſhipped. For where the 
Body of Chriſt is, there the ſoul 1s; where 
Sorl and Body 1s, there the Drvinity is ; 
where the Divinity is, there the Perſor 
of the Sox 1s; and where the Perſoz of 
the $92 1s, there the Perſozs of the Father 
and Holy Ghoſt are too. 

R, P. You may account this an abſur- 
dity, but we account it none at all: yea 
{ome, of our Dzivizes have ſaid, If the 
Holy Trinity were not every where, yet it 
would be in the Euchariſt, by vertue of this 
Concomtancy. 

PD. 1donot now meddle with your 
opinions;I only conſider the Patrons bone 
Fidei and his Brethrez, who do look on 
theſc as abſurdities, and yet are ſo fooliſh 
t9 lay, that our worſhipping God to- 
wards the A/tar 15 more abſurd than 
your worſhipping Chriſt on the Altar, on 
{uppolition of Tranſubſtantiation. But 
why worſe than Eg yptiaz Idolatry, I be- 
leech you ? | 

R., P. The Egyptians, faith he, pre- 
iepded ſome colour for their Idolatry Aa 

| that 
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than an Ape,. or a Cat, &r a Wolf, &C, pial.g; 
had ſome participation of the Divinity ; but "+ 


thoſe that bow down to a Wooden T able are 
themſelves ſtocks : with much more to 
that purpoſe. _ 

P, D. Is ſucha may to be endured in 
a Chriſtian Common-wealth ( not to lay a 
Church, for extommunication he regards 
not) who parallels the adoration given 
only to the Divine Majeſty (as our 
Church profeſſeth) with the Worſhip of 
au Ape, or a Cat, or a Wolf, &c! Nay 
he makes the Ez yptian Idolatry more rea- 
{onaþble than our Worſhip of God. The 
only thing that can excuſe him is Rage 
and Madneſs; and therefore I leave him 
to his Keeper. But Tpray tell me, was 
it meer kindneſs to the Church of Emz- 
land which made T7. G. to produce all 
theſe paſſages at full length out of the 
Patronus bone Figei ? Or out of pure ſpite 
to Dr. Sr. by ſo often repeating the paſ- 
lage of his being delinitines e- occecatus ? 
And why in ſuch a place, where he pre- 
tendsonly to givean account of Dr. S-.'s 
vain and endleſs Diſcourſes, doth he bring 
in this at large? Is it only for his com- 
fort to let him ſee, there is one body at 
leaſt 1n the world, more fooliſh and im- 
pertinent than he ? We have {een enough 
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of what T. G. ought not to have done, 
let us now ſee what he faith Dr. S-.- * 
onght to have done. 

R.'P. The firſt thing to be done in a 
Diſpute, is to ſettle the ſtate of the Contro- 
verſie. upon its true Grounds, by laying down 
the true notion of the matter in debate ; 
therefore Dr. St. ought inthe firſt place to 
have )grven us the true Notionof  Idolatry 
7n the nature of the Thing ; and then to have 
(hewn that notion to have agreed to the ho- 
nour and wveneration which the Church of 
Rome zz her Councils delares may be given 
to the Images of Chriſt and the Saints : but 
he choſe rather to dazle the eyes of the Rea- 
der with the falſe lights of meer external 
Atts, the obſcure prattice even of wiſer 
Heathens, and the claſhing of School- 
Divines. 

P.'D. Now T hope we are come to 
ſomething worthy of conſideration. / like 
the-method of proceeding very well. And 
Tlike Dr. $:.*s Book the better, becauſe 
7 think he purſued the right method, 
beginning firſt with the Nature of 1do- 
latryand Divine Worſhip ; and then com- 
ing to the firſt Particular of I»age-wor- 
ſhip, which he hath handled with grear 
care and exactneſs1n reſpect of your Conr- 
cils a$ well as your Pradrices and Schoo!l- 
| Dives. OY of 
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R. P. It is true, he propoſed well at firſt, nial. p. 
but like a Preacher that hath patched up a "95> &« 


Sermon out of his note-book, he names his 
Text, and then takes his leave of it, For, 
what he was to ſpeak to, was Tdolatry in the 
nature of the thing, independently of any 
poſitive Law, whereas he ſpeaks only of an 
Iadolatry forbidden by a poſitive Law ; but if 
there be no Idolatry antecedent to a poſitive 
prohibition, the Heathens could not be juſtly 
charged with Tdolatry. 

P. D. In my mind, he did not recede 
from his Text at all, but purſued it cloſe- 
ly ; but you areuneaſie at his Application, 
and therefore find fault with his handling 
his Text, What could a man ſpeak to 
more pertinently as to 14olatry in the Na- 
ture of the thing, than to conſider, what 
that is, which is acknowledged to be 14o- 
latry both in the Heathens and Arriaps ; 
Whar that was which the Primitive 
Church accounted 7dolatry in them ; What 
opinons thoſe have of God, whom the 
Roman Church do charge with ITdolatry ; 
Wherein the Nature of Divine Worſhip 
conſiſts, not only with reſpeCt to poſitive 
commands, but the general conſent of 


mankind ; Did * he not exprelly argue *Defence, 
from the Reaſon and deſionot ſolemn Reli- *; 7: 


gious worſhip abſtractly from. poſitive 
Laws? 
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Laws ? Did he not ſhew + from man 
Teſt:monies, that the Heathens did lool: 
on ſome peculiar Rites of Divine worſhip 
as Sacred and Inviolable, that they choſe 
rather to dye, than to givethem any but 
a Divine Obje&t ? It 1s true, after this, he 
enquires into the 'Law of God, and what 
atts of worſhip he had appropriated to him- 
ſelf; and was there not great Reaſoz to 
do ſor? Are we unconcerned in the Laws 
God made for his worſhip ? In my appre- 
henſion, this was the great thing 7.G. 
had to do, to prove that Gods Law about 
worſhip was barely ceremontal, and =y 
reſpected the Jews ; but that we are lett 
to the Liberties of the Law of Nature, 
about Religious worſhip : but he neither 
doth this, nor if he had done it, had he 
overthrown Dr $S:.'s Book. For he 
proves in ſeveral places, that the Hea- 
thens had the ſame diſtintions of ſove- 
raign and inferiour worſhip ; abſolute and 
relative, which are uſed in the Romaz 
Church); and if theſe do excuſe now, they 
would have excuſed them, who by Scri- 
pture and the conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church are condemned for Idolatry. 
And judge you now, whether Dr. $7. 
took leave of his Text, whether he did not 
Ipeak 'to Idolatry in the Nature of the 
thing f R. P\ 
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- R. P. But he faith, the Heathens could p.1g9,o. 


ot underſtand the nature and ſinfulnefs af 
Taolatry if not from ſome Law of God ; 
which is in effect to clear the Heathens from 


Tdolatry, till that Law was delivered to 


them ; whereas S. Paul ſaith, they had 4 
Law written in their hearts, whereby they 
might underſtand it ; and Dr. St. ought to 
have ſhewn wherein the deordination and fin- 
fulneſs of Idolatry did conſiſt antecedently to 
any poſitive prohibition ; and till this be 
done, he can make no parallel between the 
Heathen Idolatry and that of the Roman 
Church. 

_ P. D. Tamgladto find any thing that 
looks like a diihiculty, which may give 
an occaſion of farther thoughts about this 
weighty matter, and of clearing the Do- 
tors mind concerning it. Herein ſhall 
endeayour to explain theſe two things. 
1. How far Dr. $:. doth make the »4- 
ture and ſinfulneſs of Tdolatry'to depend 
on the Lawof God. 2. Wherein the /i+- 


fulnefi of Idolatry doth conſiſt abſtratly 


froma poſitive Law. 

1. How far he makes the ſinfulreſs of 
it todepend on a poſitive Law. 

1. He ſuppoles Natural Religion to 


ditate theſe things. 1. That Godought Defence, 


to be ſolemnly worſhipped. 2. That ?124"95, 


this 


3 
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this worſhip ought to be peculiar to the 
Divine Nature nregard of his Soveraign- 
ty over us, and the infinite diſtance be- 
tween him and his Creatures. 3. That 
the giving this ſolemn worſhip which is 
due to God to any Creature, 15 the inya- 
ding 'the Rzights of his Soveraignty. 
Thence he ſhews from Aqzuizas, that wor» 
ſhip is not given to God becauſe he needs 
it, but that the belief of one God may 
hereby be confirmed in us by external and 
ſenſible Acts, which cannot be done un- 
leſs there be ſome peculiar Acts of his 
Worſhip. And external worſhip is a 
profeſſion of internal ; as being ex- 
prefſive of our minds as well as words. 
Thence he determines, that 1doltry is a 
ſin of the higheſt nature, becauſe it in- 
vades Gods peculiar Rights ; and implyes 
blaſphemy in it, becauſe it takes away 
from God the peculiarity of his domini- 
on. Are not theſe arguments drawn 
from the nature of the thing, and not 
meerly from a poſitive Law ? 

2. Notwithſtanding theſe difQtates of 
natural Reaſon concerning the worſhip of 
God, yet he ſuppoſes mankind to | 
been-fo corrupted as to have loſt the ſenſe 
of the ſinfulneſs of giving divine worſh'p 
tO creatures, Which, he faith, they did 
| chiefly | 
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chiefly on a threefold ſuppoſition. (. 
That God committed the Government 0 
the world ynder him to ſome 7zferiour 
Deities, Or, (2.) That God was the 
foul of the world, and therefore the wor- 
{hip givento the parts of it did redound 
tohim. Or (3.) That external. adora- 
tio was below him, and that the ſervice 
due to God was that of our minds, and 
the other might be givento Creatures. 

3. That God ſaw it neceſſary to revive 
the peculiarity of his worſhip by his Law 
given in the Decalogue ; which although 


 giventothe Jews, was of az eternal and 


immutable nature, being not built on any 
reaſon peculiar to them, but common to 
all mankind ; and on this account the 
Chriſtian Church did look on the ſame 
Law as obliging all Chriſtians ; as the 
 Doctour hath proved in ſeveral- places 
before cited. | 

4. That when the Apoſtles went 
abroed to reclaim the world trom 1dola- 
try, they made uſe of no other z0ti0z of 
it, than what was received among the 
Jews ; and by the Reaſons on which the 
Law of God was founded, they convinced 
the world of that fin of 1dolatry, which 
| by the corruption of mankind, and the 
cuitom of the world they had loſt the 


ſenſe 
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fenſe of: And this was plainly the mean- 
ing of Dr. $:.'s words to any unpreju- 
diced mind, as appears by laying theſe 
things together ; which are all contain- 
ed in the ſame diſcourſe. .If we ſay the 
Gentiles had loſt the ſenſe of other ſins, 
as it 1s evident they had, and the Apo- 
{tles made uſe of the Law of God to con- 
vice them ; doth it hence follow that 
the ſizfulneſs of thoſe things did barely 
depend upona poſitive Law ? And there- 
fore the zotion of Idolatry may be ſaid to 
be zew, not as though it were not againſt 
the principles of Natural Religion, but 
becauſe they had loſt the ſexe of them : 
ſo the Law of Mes was a nev Law 
though it revived the Law of Nature in 
its moral precepts ; the dv#7rize of Chriſt 
was a zew doctrine tothe world although 
molt agreeable to the principles of natu- 
ral reaſon. 

(2.) The ſiafulneſs of Idolatry accord- 
ing to zatural Religion conliſts in theſe 
things. (1.) In taking away the due 
ſenſe of the Di/fance between God and his 
Creatures : which is a violation of the 
Rights of his Soveraienty, and conſe- 
quently it 15 er17zen Leſe Majeſtatis Divi- 
22, Or Treaſon againſt the Divine Ma- 
Je/{y. 2.) In neglecting to give God the 

IB worſhip 
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worſhip which was proper to him. And 
this was the conſequent of 1dolatry ; and 
not as though the Nature of Idolatry did 
lye barely iz not giving to God the worſhip 
due to him, as T. G. ſeems to ſuggeſt : but 
when men did accuftome themſelves to 
the worſhip of Idols, they grew fo fond of 
their own inventions, that they had five 
Ave Maries for one Pater Noſter, and 16 
the worſhip of God came to be. almoſt 
loſt in the croud of Dezties which they 
joyned with him. (3.) In worſhip- 
ping bad Spirits, inſtead 6f good ones ; 
which craftily infinuated themſelves 
among the Idolaters under the pretence 
of Iyferiour Deities. For 1o the people 
ſtill believed them to be good Sp:- 
rits, and their learned men defied all 
thoſe who ſaid they worſhipped any 
other, as Dr. S:. hath ſhewed; yet the 
Chriſtians proved they were evil, becauſe 
they received that worſhip from them, 
which the good ones would not do. 
(4.) In diſparaging the Divine Nature 
by : making Images to repreſent him, 
(which ſuggeſted mean thoughts of 
God to their minds, leſſening the appre- 
henſions of the Greatzeſs of his Majeſty ) 
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{ſuch repreſentations of him. Which 
he 
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he thought ſo diſhonourable to himſelf, 
that he torbids it by a ſevere Law, and 
uniſhed the tranſgreſfſours of it ; and 
ms hence the Chriſtian Church hath 
accounted the ſame thing «zlawful to 
them, becauſe 1ſo _— to God. 
) In taking away that depexderce upon 
6 which - expects hom his Crea- 
tures, For when they ſuppoſe that God 
hath committed the care of theſe things 
to any inferiour beings, they are apt to 
make their addrelles to them more fre- 
quently becauſe of a vicinity of Nature 
to them ; and to depend upon them for 
help in time of need ; which takes off 
that entire truſt in God which is moſt 
agreeable to his Wiſdom, Goodneſs and 
Providence. (6.) In giving divine wor- 
ſhip towvileand wicked men inſtead of God. 
This was an aggravation of Idolatry, and 
increaſed the /izfulzeſs of it ; although 
the nature of Idolatry doth not lye in giv- 
ing divine worſhip to bad men, but to any 
Creatures, Andinthis particular lay the 
abominable ſinfulneſs of the Poetical Ido- 
latry among the Greeks and Romans, 
which was 1n this reſpect worſe than of 
the moſt barbarous Nations we ever read 
of. (7.) The more vile the practices, 
the more mean the ſubmiſſions, the __ 
| grols 


| Cons © 
groſs the errours of 1dolaters were, the 
greater was the ſinfulreff of ' Tolatry. 
| Hence the filthy and obſcene Attions of the 


mean ſubmiſſions and the groff errours of 
the Egyptian Idolatries heightned the ſi: 
fulneſs of them. Theſe are 'the: main 
| things wherein the /iz/ulneſs of Idolatry 
| did: conſiſt, abſtratly from any poſitive 
Law. © You ſee how freely I give themto 
you upon ſuch an invitation, and much 
good may they do you. It Dr. $:. had 
thought T. G. had deſired any ſuch thing; 
from him, I do believe he would -have 
added not __ a ſeventh, but an eighth 
Chapter for his fake on ſuch a ſubject as 
this, which it is ſo eaſe to inlarge upon: 
But I ſtop for fear T. G. ſhould think I 
am only patching up a. Sermoz out of 
Notebooks, yet Ithynk I have not taken 
leave of my Tex. 

| R. P. Did you ever hear of the ſpeal- 
ing Trumpet ? 

P. D. What hath the ſpeaking Trum- 
pet to do with 1dolatry ? T am afraid I 


'70u talk ſo far off from the buſineſs. 
ow I think of it, I have found it by the 
train of thoughts, in Mr. Hobs his way. 
Text led you to preaching, and preachinz 
R | to 


Eaſtern, Greek and Roman Idotatries; the = 
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waked you out of ſome pleaſant dream, 
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to the ſpeaking Trumpet, becauſe of the 
rare invention of the Virtuoſo to have 
one Parſon to preach to a whole Connty. 

R. P. No, that is not it. T.G. brings 
it in on the occaſion of this diſpute. 

P.D: Doth hetruly ? But how comes 
it in? As the man broyght in Hercules 
into his Sermon by Headand Shoulders ? 

R.P. T.G. isamanof a great reach ; 
and therefore he may be allowed to brin 
in a thing, which another man. woul 
never haye thought of. 

PD. Þ. ButIpray how ? 

R. P. You know the /:rtuo/o argued 
thus, If the ſpeaking Trumpet might be 
2nade to'carry the voice a League, then eight 
mile. about, if eight mile, then round 4 whole 
County, and then why not from owe Nation 
to another, there being no ſtop 1n_Art ? 

P. D. This 1s very ridiculous ; but 
how doth T. G. apply it ? | 

R. P. To Dr. $S:,'s argument againſt 


relative Worſhip ; who ſaith that by vertue 


of that, men may worſhip the Sun, the Stars, 
the Earth, or any other Creature. | 

P. D. And doth not the argument 
hold? " 

R. P. No; T.G. faith, it & ke the 
Virtuoſo's arguing about the ſpeaking Trum- 


pet. 
P. D. 
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'P. D: 'Tpray tell how. In my mind 
T. G. rather imitates the Virrnoſo's ſmins- 
ing on the Table; for he putts and blows, 
and moves all the joynts of his Body, but 
he is on the T ab/e ſtill. The difficulty re- 
Trains juſtwhere it was; and the ſpeaking 
Trumpet takes away none of the force of 
it. For the parity of Reaſoz holds in 
- one caſe, which it 1s ridiculous to imagine 
inthe other. 2 

R. P. T.G. ſaith, there vs a conformity 
between it, and the extenſion of worſhip to 
any Creature, For, he ſaith, there is a ſtop 
7n nature, 

P. D. How and where ? For why 
may not I worſhip God in any creature as 
well as by az Image ? Where are the 
meaſures and bounds fixed, that thus far 
we may 'goand no farther ? Why may 
we-not worſhip Trees, and Fountains, 
Earth, and Water, and the whole Hoſt of 
Heaven as well as an Image ? if we have 
due apprehenſions of God in our minds 
as the Creator of them, and do not ſuffer 
our worſhip to reſt ab/olntely on the Crea- 
tures, but intend to carry it at laft to 
God, and to fall only after an inferiour 
manner upon them. I cantiot for my 
heart find out this ſfop in nature. For the 
reaſon of relative worſhipas to an Image 15 
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bare 1mazination, ſuppoſing that perſon 
to be nn who ers Skip: tae 
in the Worſhip of the Creatares, there is a 
real preſence of the Divinity, and a cer- 
tain relation which the Creatures have to 
God; why therefore may I not worſhip 
Godin any of his Creatares, as well as by 


an Image? and fothe ancient Idolatry of 


the World, which the Chriſtian Religion 
rooted out, may by the help of this trick 
of Relative Worſhip be revived again. 

R. P. You run too faſt, For 7. G. 
ſaith, the Creatures ever ſince ſenſe prevail- 
ed againſt reaſon, are become like ſtumbling- 
blocks to the ſouls of men, and a ſnare to the 
feet of the unwiſe, to allure and draw there 
to the worſhip of them. 

P.D. And do you think I»ages (but 
that they are ſet ſo high ) have not more 
of the Nature of Stumblino-blocks in them ? 
Are they ſuch immaterial and inſenſible 
things, when S. Auguſtine ſaith, their wery 
faſhion and ſhape is apt to move men more, 
and the likeneſs to a living being prevails 
more on the affettions of miſerable men to 
worſhip them, than their knowledge that 


they are not livins doth to the contempt of 


them ; as Dr. St. obſerved. 
R. P. But T. G. adds, that thoſe wery 


Divines of the Church of Rome who do aa- 
mit 
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mit the conſequence in ſpeculation, and d® 
ot condemn the prattice of it in Philoſopht- 
cal and contemplative men, who conſider the 
creatures purely as the works of God, and as 
74 were behold him preſent in them ; do not- 
withſtanding utterly condemn the common 
and promiſcuous uſe of it in the vulgar, as ex- 
poſing them to manifeſt danger of being ſe- 
duced by the tempting beauty and aftoniſh- 
7ng power of the Creatures, to forget the Cre- 
ator and worſhip them. 

P. D. What is become of the ſpeaking 
Trumpet now ? and of the ſtop iz nature ? 
All the danger, it ſeems, is in the du/zeſs 
and ſtupidity of the People. And yet, 1t 1 
miſtake not, T. G. hath provided againſt 
this, when he faith, the d:fference is ſo great 
b-tween vulgar Heathens and Chriſtians, as 
t0 the Believing in one God the Father Al- 
mighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth, 
and of all things viſible and invifpble., It 
the common people have ſo firm and 
ſettled a Notion of this in their minds, 
they may as eaſily paſs from the Scale 
of Creatures to the Creatour, as from 
an Tmage to what is repreſented by it. 
Isthere ſo much danger they ſhould ſtop 
in the Creatures.; and none at all they 
thould /fop in Images ; when himſelf 
conteſlerh, - zt i5 Tdolatry ro worſhip the 
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Images themſelves ? And ſince Dr. St; 
hath ſhewn trom their own Divizes, how 
many wayes Idolatry may be committed 
in the worſhip of Images. (1.) It proper 
Latria or Divine Worſhip be given to an 
Image, it becomes an Ido/. Nay Bellar- 
mine laith, that thoſe who worſhipped ar 
Image of Chriſt with Divine Honours, al- 
though it were for the ſake of Chriſt, and 
not of the Image, did commit Iaolatry. 
Therefore, he ſaith, thoſe were condemned 
for hereticks, -ho gave Divine Worſhip to 
the Image of Chriſt, If then the people 
happen to give Divize Worſhip to an 
Image, although they no not believe it to 
beo, yet this doth not excuſe them from 
Idolatry ; for, laith he, although a man pre- 
rend in words, the Worſhip to be Relative, 
or for the ſake of God, or Chriſt ; yet it 
being divine worſhip, he doth really do it ab- 
fſolutely and for themſelves. ( 2. ) When 
Images are worſhipped as true repreſenta- 
tions of the Divine Natare. (3-) When 
Images are worſhipped for the ſake of 
any ſaxity, vertne or Divinity abidivg in 
them. But tell me now, whether com- 
170N people are not in danger of any of 
theſe things, as much at leaſt as of reſting 
72 the Creatures ? Is it not as eaſfie for 
them to forget the diftinQtion of Ng” 
| anc 
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and relative worſhip, or to fancy God to be 
like the Images of him ; or to imagine 
ſome /anttity, verthe or Divinity to be 
inherent in the [mages ; as to op at the 
Creatures and to' go no higher ? Yea, 
more than this, have not the common 
people been charged with doing theſe 
things by your own D:vines ? When they 
tell us of their »2adneſs in the Worſhip of 


Images ; and that there was little or 0 dif- Defence, 
ference between their worſhip and that of the F399: 


Heathens ? in ſome places cited by Dr. 
$fr, Is it poſſible for any man that ob-_ 
ſerves what the common people do, to 
imagine that they place no Sanity, Ver- 
tue or Divinity in their Images ? When 
they walk ſo many miles barefoot to a 
certain [age of our Lady ; when they 
creep upon their bare knees towards it ; 
when they make formal nov ans to 
the Images, with as much Ceremony as 
if the perſons they repreſent were pre- 
ſent ; whenthey look with ſo much /ab- 
miſſion and devotion towards them ; 
when they come with ſuch mighty ex- 
pectattons of relief and help from them ; 
when they tell ſtories of ſo many mira- 
cles which have been wrought by them ; 
nay, when their learned men, who 
ſhould have more wit or honeſty, write 
R 4 Books 
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Books on purpoſe to heighten theſe folles 
and yang of the People, Can you, 
with any face ſay, there is not ſo much 
danger in the worſhip of Images, as in the 
norihed of the Creatures ? 1 did not ex- 
pect; after what Dr. Se. had repreſented 
in this matter, T. G. ſhould have given 
{o wretched an anſwer as this. For it 
this/wereall to keep men from the Re- 
lative worſhip of C Yeatures, I dare affirm 
that moſt of the Fathers arguments 
againſt this ſort of 1dolatry were very 
weak and feeble, and that they did not 
reach the Philoſophical and contemplative 
men; but only the 4u/and fupid vulgar ;; 
that there was nothing of real 1dolatry 
in their worſhip of the Creatures, but only 
aryger to the common people, and ſcandal 
:c the weak. Name me that Chriſtiaz, 
who through all the Primitive Church 
ever let fall an expreſſion to this purpole. 
It was Idolatry, downright Idolatry they 
charged them with in the worſbip of the 
Creatures, and not any meer ſcandalors 
complyance with the ignorant vulgar. It 
this had been all they meant, forall that 
t can ſce the Work of the Apoſtles and 
Primitive Chriſtians had been to have in- 
:ormed them only of the True God whom 


ey were to worſhip in the Creatures, | 


and 


XUNM 


(249) 
and if all the People were once through- 
ly informed of this, all the ancient Rzzes 
of worſhip might have continued. They 
might have ſtill baked Cakes to the Queer 
of Heaven, and worſhipped the whole 
Hoſt of Heaven ; they might have con- 
tinued their Devotion to the Earth, and 
Fire, and Trees and Fountains, if they did 
but direU& their worſhip through them to 
God. What mean. all thoſe ſayings of 
Fathers, all thoſe Canous of Conpncils, 


wherein this very manner of Worſhip was Defence, 
condemned for Idolatry ? as Dr. St. hath ?- 492&%+ 


in part ſhewed. Speak out Gentlemen, 
and let us know what you think of the 
Primitive Church, which ſo freely con- 
demned this Relative W, orſhip ; but ne- 
ver imagine that we will be guided by 
your modern Schools, or the Dottrine of 
your Church in theſe things, againſt the 
conſent of the whole Primitive Chriſtian 
Church ; whole Fathers you muft con- 
demn as Children, and whoſe Martyrs 
you mult look on as Fools, if your do- 
trine of Relative worſhip be allowed. 
For moſt of thoſe who ſuffered Martyr- 
dom might have eſcaped if they had al- 
lowed theſe principles of Relative worſhip ; 
no more being required of them, but to 


do as the reſt did, to burp a little incenſe 
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in obedience to:the Laws, to-make ſome 
cuſtomary /ibatrons before the Emperours 
Images, to make the common ſupplications 
at the Temples of Veſta or Ceres, or an 
other of the Gods, which the Philoſo- 
phers underſtood of the ſeveral parts of 
the world : and might they. -not have 
done all theſe things, and referred the 
worſhip ultimately to the! True God? I do 
not think this ſo. trifling a matter as 
7. G. makes it, but I think the -honour 
of Chriſtianity and of the Primitive Mar- 
tyrs deeply concerned in it ; and I with 

u not to maintain your Fooleries upon 
fuch principles as reflect diſhonour upon 
Chriſtianity it elf. | 

R. P. Methinks the ſpeaking Trumpet 
hath rouſed you, and put you into a fit 
of furious zeal. 

P. D. NoSir, I do aſſure you. It is 
the honour T have for Chriſt:azity which 
hath made me ſpeak thus warmly ; for 
T am very evil to have the primi- 
tive Chriſtians to lutter as: Fools and' as 
weak Brethren. | 

R. P. But T. G. faith from Yoſſrs , 
That the Gentiles concluded Nature it ſelf to 
be God, and the parts of it alſo to be Det- 
ties, and that they forfook God and ſtaid 
in the worſhip of Nature, "i 
: P.D. 
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' P. D. Some perſons not. inferiour to 
Yofſins tor learning or judgement in thele 
matters, do ſuppoſe it to bea great mi- 
ſtake in him to make the Gexr:les wor- 
ſhip inanimate nature for a true God, 
which ſay they, is in plain terms to 
make them Atheiſts : For then they 
muſt own nothing but meer matter 
in the world. And to what purpoſe 
- men ſhould worſhip an inanimate 
ſenſeleſs being, it is very hard to un- 
derſtand ; - it is therefore much more 
probable that they did own ſome zzfer:- 
our Deities over the ſeveral parts of the 
world , and oze Supream which paſſed 
through all; whom they did worſhip in 
and by his Creatures, But I am not now 
to give an account of the Pagan 1dvlatry, 
of which we ſhall have occaſion to dif- 
courſe afterwards. That which 7 in- 
ſiſt upon is, that thoſe who had a right 
notion of God might upon the principles 
of relative worſhip have juſtified them- 
{elves in doing the ſame things which 
the Heathers did, provided their inten- 
tions were directed aright ; and conſe. 
quently that there wasno neceſlity of ta- 
king away the Heathen Rites as Idola- 
trous 1n reference to the parts of the 
world , but only of acquamnting them 
| more 
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more fully with the Notr/oz of God, and 
the nature of Relative Worſhip. 

R. P. But T.G. ſtill ſtands to it, that 
there is more danger in worſhipping the 
Creatures, than in the worſhip of Images ; 
becauſe the Creatures are not ſo apparently 
repreſentative of God, as an Image ts of the 
Perſoz repreſented by it, which carries the 
thoughts preſently and effettually to- him. 
But the other needs a great deal of diſcourſe 
to diſcover the analogy they bear to the Cre- 
ator, and the dependence they have of him 
for their very being : yet ſo, that from the 
greatneſs and beauty of the Creatures the 
Maker of them may proportionably be 


ſeen, 


P. D. To this Dr. Sz. gave a full an- 
{wer, when he ſaid, that in an obje& of 
worſhip, we are not {o much to conſi- 
der the quickneſs of repreſentation, as the 
perfec#:925 repreſented. Although there- 
fore an 74ze may carry ones mind 
ſooner to the thing repreſented , than 
the Crate; ; yet the one 1s fo infinite 
a diſp2ragement to the Divine Nature 
in compiriion of rhe other , that there 
IS far greater danger upon 7. G.'s prin- 
Ciplcs 11 one than in the other. I will 
make ris piatnto you by this inſtance. 
Suppolz the Image of a venerable ald _ 

WIN 
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with Pontifical Habits ſet up to repre- 
ſent God Almizhty, as hath been uſual in 
the Church of Rowe ; and one man wor- 
ſhips God by this ; another he looks up- 
on the Sunas a wonderiul Work of God, 
and he worſhips Godas manifeſting him- 
ſelf in the Su» ; the Queſtion now is, 
whether there be more danger in worſhip- 
ping God by an Image, or by the Sun? 
1 ſay by an Ipage. For (1.) T. G. con- 
fefles that Images are unlawful objeits of 
Worſhip, which are conceived to be proper 
likeneſſes of the Divinity ; now I appeal 
to your ſelf, whether men are not more 
apt to take the Image of a man for a like- 
neſs of the Divinity, than any of Gods 
Creatures ? Belides ( 2.) Images do not 
repreſent any. thing that geſerves our 
worſhip ; but only lineaments and fi- 
gures, the work of Painters and Car- 
vers; but the Creatures repreſent to our 
minds infinite power, wiſdom and good- 
neſs, which are the greateſt Motives of 
Divine Worſhip. For as. Dr. St. hath 
{aid, the leaſt work of Nature infinitely 


exceeds the greateſt of Art in curiolity, Pefence 
beauty, ſtrength, proportion and eyery P:*95- 


thing that can diſcover Wiſdom and 
Power. '(3.) The preſexce of God in 
an Image is only by a fidtion of the mind, 
a man 
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2 man fancying the true Ohjed? of Wor- 
ſhip to be really preſent ; but in the 
Creatures there is a real Divine Preſexce. 
And where there is greater reaſon for 
worſhip, there is ſurely the leſs danger. 
(4.). If the greater excellency of the 
Creature make the _—_ greater, then 
-as Dr. St. argued, where there is leſs 
excellexcy there is leſs danzer ; and con- 
ſequently there muſt be leſs danger in 
worſhipping the Inanimate Creatures than 
Animate, and Bruits than Mex, and mere 
Moral Men than Saints ; becauſe the 
danger maſt increaſe as the excellency 
doth : and conſequently the Eg yptians 
were more excuſeable in their worſhip 
than you. And by this reaſon there 
was leſs. danger in worſhipping the 
T ail of the 4fſe our Saviour rode upon, 
than St. Pefer, or his pretended Sucte/- 
ſor.: (5.) There is leſs danger of Wor- 
[hip where the repreſentation is more az- 
vineand /piritnal, than where it is more 

roſs and corporeal ; but the repreſen- 
tation of 'God is much more divine and 
{piritual by his Creatures than by I1:4- 
ges, And therefore Cardinal Lugo ſaid, 
if a Wooden Image may be worſhipped for 
the [ake of the exemplar, much more ſuch 
a lively Image of God as man is, _ 
thus 
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thys upon this principle of Relative 
Worſhip all the ſeveral forts of 1dolatry 
which were uſed among the Heathens 
may be revived, and ſet up with as fair 
pretences at leaſt as Image-worſhip. 

R.P. T.G, faith, of Dy: St. can diſ- 
cern God ſo eaſily in his 


Dial. p. 
Creatures, 4s 4 29, 


mans mind tis carried. from the Image to 
the Prototype, he believes he is one of the 
20ſt. admirable Perſons in the Meletetiques 
22 the whole World. | 

.P, D. What is this but trifling in 


weighty. matters? I would allow. 7. G. 
as much ſcope for his wit, as he would 
deſire; provided it become the gravit 
of the ſubject. What is there in the 
Meletetiques, but what is the duty of 
every good man, to ſee God in his works ? 
| which all perſons do who are not 

Atheiſts; And is this a thing to be expo- 
{ed toſcornand derifion ? ) 

R. P. But T.G. takes it for that part 
of Myſtical Theology which ineſſences the 
ſoul with God. | 

P. D. Alas for his ignorance ! that 
| he cannot diſtinguiſh between xatural 

and myſtical Theology. T always took 
the, ſce:ng the great evidences of Gods 
Power, Wiſdom and Goodneff in. his Crea- 
tures to be Natural Theology ; and 1s it 
not 
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not poſſible to diſcover God in his works 
without ineſſencing the Soul with God ? 
This is too mean and low for T.G.; 
ſurely you father this upon him. For 
I can hardly believe this and many 
other paſſages you mention, to be writ- 
ten by him; or elſe T. G. hath helped me 
to another piece of Meleretiques ; for I dil- 
cover him much better in his Works than 
I did before ; but with no great advantage 
either as to his W:/dom or Goodneſs. © * 

R. P. You may fatisfie your ſelf if 
you pleaſe that I. do not wrong him; 
tor here's the Book ; and in the next 
page he compares Dr. St. with one who 
ſaid Chriſt might be better - hare by 4 
Cow than a Crucifix, and another who ſaid he 
aetefted the Image of Chrift Cructfied. . 

P. D. For what good end was Dr. $7. 
joyned with theſe ? ( fuppoſing the ſto- 
ries true, which I hardly believe) hath 
he ever ſaid any ſuch thing ? or that 
tended that way ? It is the worſhip he 
writes againſt, and not the bare repreſex- 
zation of Chriſt Crucified. T.G. was not 
to ſeek for Dr. S$:.'s mind in this mat- 
ter, for theſe are his words. I do not 
ſay there is as great incongruity in re- 
preſenting the humane nature of Chriſt, 
as there was in repreſenting the infinite 
nature 
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nature of God, but I ſay there is as great 
incongruity {till in ſuppoſing an Image 
of whatſoever it be, can be the proper 
object of Livine Worſhip. For the hn- 
manity of Chriſt is only capable of re- 
ceiving adoration from us, as it is hypo- 
ſtatically united to the Divine Nature; 
and if the humane nature of Chriſt be 
not, what then is the Iinage of it? What 
union ts there between the Divine Na- 
ture and a Crucitix? All that can be ſaid 
is, that imagination —_—_ the Uni- 
on, and Chiilf is ſuppoſed to be pre'ent by 
repreſentation. But (1.) this overthrows 
all meaſures and bounds of Worſhip; and 
makes it lawful to worſhip any creature 
with reſpect to God. ( 2.) It contra- 
dicts the argument of S. Paz/, tor then 
God may be worſhipped with the work of 
mens hands. (}.) *Tis contrary to the 
ſenſe and practice of the Primitive 
Church which interpreted the ſecond 
Commandment to hold againſt all Images 
let up for wo7hip, as well thoſe proper 
to Chriſtians, as others among Fews-or 
Gertiles, Why did not T.G. rather an- 
iwer theſe arguments, than make odious 
compariſons of him, with Yiret and Be- 
24? But there isa reaſon for all things if 
a man can hit on it. | 

&) RP. 
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R.P. But T. G. _ Dr. St. 
bonld diſcover God ſo eaſily in his Creatures, 
arr Sk rt the Creatures can 
give nogreater than Moral Certainty of the 
Being of God himfclf. 

P. D. It was well thought upon, and 
deſervesan anſwer ; becauſe T. G. is not 
the only perſon who hath cavilled at this. 
It Dr. St. by Moral Certainty doth mean 
only a bare probability, there were ſome 
colour for the objection, but in the very 
place to which T. G. reterrs, he aſlerts 
the higheſt degree of attual certainty : and 
that which he calls Moral Certainty, he 
{aith is, a firm, rational, and undoubted 
certainty, Why then may not Dr. S?. 
difcoyer God in his Creatures, ſince he 
aſſerts ſo great an aſſupance of Gods being 
their Creatorr ? | 

R. P. But why then doth he call it 
Moral Certainty ? 

P. D. It is meer cavilling, when a 
mans mind 1s underſtood, to be quarrel- 
ling at his terms ; eſpecially if they be 
fach, as others have uled before him, and 
ſeem moſt agreeable to the nature of the 
Evidence, For we may conceive theſe 
icveral ſorts of Certainty. 

I. ACertainty of Principles : which is 
that, q ſuppoſe, they call Metaphyſical Cer- 


tainty. 
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tainty. For that was the proper Office 
of Met aphyſicks, to eſtabliſh certain geme- 
ral principles which might be of T/e to 
all other Sciences : ſuch as thoſe, that 
both parts of a contradiction cannot be true 


of the ſame thing + and that, of every thing, 


either the one, or the other part of a contra- 5 


diftion is true. Theſe are ſuch princi- 
ples, * of which Ariſtotle ſaith, it is folly 
in any man to g0 about to demonſtrate them, 
any otherwiſe than by ſhewing the abſurdity 
of him that denyeth them : They are ſuch, 
 Themiſtins faith, which every man hath by 
nature, and without which he cannot be ſup- 
p2ſed to learn any thing ; and thele are 
called ſelf-evident and indemonſtrable 
prixciples ; and Axioms ; which need no 
more than the bare repreſentation of 
them to the mind, as that the whole is 
greater than a part, If you take away equal 
things from equal, the remainder is equal. 
For whatever depends upon InduCtion, 
or needs any medium to prove it, more 
than the bare perception of terms, was 
never by any Philoſopher accounted art 
zndemonſtrable and ſelf-evident principle. 
Much leſs were Identical propoſitions 
taken for fr/t principles, by any man that 
ever underſtood what principles were; 


as it were very ealie to prove, if there 
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were occaſion for it. I have but two 
things to add concerning this kind of 
Certainty. | 

x. That the Certaizty of our own Be- 
7220s, 1S equal to this Certa/nty of Princi- 
plcs, Itbeing a thing of natural and im- 
mediate evidence. For the very doubting 
as well as 4:zkizg proves the certainty 
of the being of that which doubts. And 
where there 15 ſuch evident perception as 
of firſt principles, and our own beings, 

lie allent 15 as neceſſary as for the bal- 
lance to incline where the greateſt weight 
IyCs. 

2. That ſe/-evidext principles have ve- 
ry little influence upon our knowledge 
oi other things ; and therefore a late 
Pluloſopher obſerves that even that fun- 
d1mental principle, that it is impoſſible the 
ſame thizzs ſno:ld be, and not be at the ſame 
time, is of little or no Uſe for finding out 
of [ruth And ſuppoſing the firſt princi- 
pic of the certainty of our own Beings to 
be granted the Carteſians (which no man 
who thinks can deny them) yet I do 
not ſee how the truth of other things 
conveyed by our lenſes can be drawn 
from thence ; the one being an abſolute 
certainty, the other only depending on a 
ippolition which carryes not equal 
| I; evidence 
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evidence along with it ; which is the nex* 
kind. | 

2. Acertaiatyby ſexſe ; or upon ſuppo- 
ſition, that we are not ſo framed as not 
to be deceived in the moſt plain and clear 
perceptions of ſenſe. This is that I ſup- 
pole they mean by Ph1ſi:al Certainty, Tt 
implyes no contradiction we ſhould be 

{o deceived, and conſequently it is ſhort 
of the firſt kind of Certaimty. But with- 
all the ſuppoſition 1s ſo juſt and reaſona- 
ble, that ſuch a mans underſtanding 
may be juſtly queſtioned, who queſtions 
the plain evidence of ſenſe as to light, and 
day, and bodies, &c. And all mankind 
in ſpight of their moſt ſubtle arguments 
do truſt their /cxſes : and Epidtetios well 
laid, that if he and two or three more were 

ſervants to a Sceptich, they would make hin 


hang or ſtarve hinſclf if he did not change 


his opinion. And Gaten laith, the evi- 
dence of ſenſe needs no demonſtration ; for 
all thoſe things which are evident to ſenſe are 

ro be believed for thenſclves. 
| 3- A Certainty by Reaſon, or of dedu- 
cing ſomething not known from that 
which is known. Which is ſo evident 
in Mathematical demonſtrations that no 
man who underſtands the terms, and at- 
tends to the proof can forbear his aſſent. 
| S 2 _ Ariſtotke 
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Ariſtotle did attempt to bring the way of 
reaſoning in other things to Mathemati- 
cal certainty ; which was the great deſign 
of his Logick, To this end he begins 
with the explication of ſimple terms, and 
ſo he proceeds to propoſit:6ns, and then to 
the joyning of two of theſe ſo together 
that from thence a third thing may fol- 
low. by vertue of ſome middle term where- 
in they agree. But becauſe the concluſtor 
may not neceſſarily follow, where the 
manner of reaſoning was true, therefore 
in order to d:monſtration, he ſuppoles two 
ſorts of principles. 1. Axioms, Or com- 
mon frinciples received by all that under- 
ſtand:them. 2. Poſttions ; which are 
twofold : 1. Suppofitions, or Poſtulata, 
2. Definitions. But after all, he grants 
that only ſuch things are capable of De- 
monſtration which nk a Certain and 
1mmutable cauſe. And he puts a diffe- 
rence between a zeceſſary concluſion, and a 
demonſtration. The one depending on 
the Form of Syllogiſm, the other upon the 
nic//iry of the Cavſe. But in demonſtra- 
tive Syllogiſs Ariſtotle doth not require 
ſome degree of neceſſity but the higheſt, 
when the connexion between the Subject 
an] Predicate is fo: great, that one can- 
pt be defined without the other ; fo 

| that 
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that Logical Demonſtration muſt be of an 
inſeparable property, and by the moſt 
immediate and - neceſſary cauſe, But 
very few things in the world are capable 
of fuch demonſtrations, by reaſon of our 
ignorance of the eſſential properties and 
immediate cauſes of things ; and thoſe 
Inſtances which are brought either 
by Ariſtotle or his Commentators are 
about ſuch things where demonſtrati- 
0n was leaſt needful, and tend very lit- 
tle to the improvement of our know- 
ledge. 

4. A Certainty which ſuppoſes ſome 
Moral principles, and proceeds upon them. 
Such as theſe, That every Intelligent being 
atts for ſome end : That it us not the inte- 
reft of mankind to deceive one another : 
That there are ſome things fit to be choſen, 
and others to be avoided : That circum- 
ſtances wary the nature of Attions : That 
where compariſons are. made, the greateſt 
good and the leaſt evil are to be choſen. 
Such as theſe, I call Moral Principles : 
which have /e/f-evidexce in them to any 
man that underſtands the terms. And 
whatever doth neceſſarily follow from 
theſe principles may be juſtly called a 
Moral Demonſtration. 
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e. A Certainty which ſuppoſes an - 
m:d1zte Divine Aſſiſtance to prelerve the 


mind from errour, and this is Infallible 


Certainty, For the mind of man being 
of it {elf lyable to miſtake in its appre- 
h-nſion and judgement of things, no- 
thing can preſerve it from a poſſibility 
of errour, but immediate afliſtance from 
God, who cannot be deceived and will 
not deceive. | 

Theſe things being premiſed, we are 
no'y to enquire what kind of Certaizty 
that 1s, which we have concerning the 
principles of Religion. | | 

x. For tte prinziples of Natural Re- 
{i9iem. You are to conlider what kind 
of Adverlary Dr. S:. had to deal with, 
Viz. one who pleaded for an inf:lib!e 
Certaizty, as that infallibility doth imply 
Divine Aſſiſt:ncc, as neceflary in order to 
an obligation to Aﬀent. Againſt this 
Dr. $-. objects, that the main foundati- 
ons of all Religion, which are the Peing 
of God and 111mortality of the ſoul, were 
not capable of this kind of Proof. Be- 
cauſe this very notion of Tzfall;bility doth 
{uppole that which he would prove, 
772, that thereis a God who muſt give 
this alliftance. Bur at the ſame time he 
yields, that we haye as great evidence 
| | and 
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and certainty, as humane nature is ca- 
pable of, of ſucha Being as God 1s, from 
the conſideration of his Works : which 
being neither from Mathematical De- 
monſtrations, nor ſupernatural infallibi- 
lity he called Moral Certainty. Which 
he might do from theſe grounds. 

1. Becauſe the force of the Argument 
from the Creatures depends upon ſome 
Moral Principles. Viz. From the ſuta- 
bleneſs and fitneſs of things to the Wil- 
dom of an Intelligent and Infinite Agent, 
who might from thence be inferred to be 
the Maker of them. It being unconcei- 
vable that meer matter ſhould ever pro- 
duce things in ſo much beauty, order and 
uſefulneſs as we lee in every Creature ; 
inan Ant or a Fly as muchas inthe vaſt 
bodies of the Heavens. 

2. Becauſe they do ſuppoſe ſome Moral 
Diſpoſitions in the perſons who do molt 
readily and firmly afſent to theſe Truths. 
- For although men make uſe ofthe nigh- 
elt titles for their arguments, and call 
them Izfallible Proofs, Mathematical De- 
monſtrations, or what they pleaſe ; yet 
we {till ſee men of bad minds will find 
ſomething to cavil at, whereby to ſul- 
pend their afſent ; which they do not in 

| meer 
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meer Metaphyſical notions, or in Mathe- 
matical Demonſir.:tions, But vertuous 
and unprejudiced minds do more impar- 
tially judge, and therefore more readily 
give(their afient : having no byas to in- 
cline them another way. -Although 
therefore the principles be of another 
nature, and the arguments be drawn 
from Idea's, or ſeries of Cauſes, or what- 
eyer zc4:irm it be, yet ſince the perverle- 
neſs of mens will may hinder the force 
of the argument, as to themſelves, the 
Certaizzty might be called Moral Cer- 
£41727). 

2. As to the Chriſtian Faith. So he 
grants, 

r. 7 hat there are ſome principles re- 
lating to it which have Metaphyſical Cer- 
tainty in them ; as, that Whatever God re 
wveals is impoſſible to be falſe, or as it is 
commonly expreed, though improper- 
ly, 1 znfallibly True. 

2. That there 1s a rational Certainty, 
that a Do&#rize confirmed by ſuch Mira- 
cles as were wrought by Chriſt and his 
Apoſtle muſt come from God : that be- 
ing the moſt certain Cr:reriox of Divine 
Revelation, 


3. That 
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3. That there was a Phyſical Certainty 
of the truth of Chrifts Miracles and Re- 
ſurreftion from the dead, un the 4po/tles 
who were eye-witxeſſes of them. 

4. That there was an JInfalible Cer- 
tainty in the Apoſtles delivering this do- 
Arine to the world, and writing it forthe 
benefit of the Church in all Ages. 

5. That we have a moral Certainty of 
the matters of Fad, which do concern the 
Do@rine, the Miracles, and the Books of 
Scripture : which is of the ſame kind 
with the certainty thoſe had of Chriſts 
DoQrine and Miracles, who lived in 
Meſopotamia, at that time ; which muſt 
depend upon the credibility of the W;7- 
zeſſes who convey theſe _— which is 
a Moral Conſideration, and therefore the 
Certainty which is taken from it may be 
properly called Moral Certainty. Of 
which there being many degrees, the 
higheſt is here underſtood, which any 
matter of fa&t is capable of, 

And now I pray tell me, what reaſon 
| hath there been for all this noiſe about 
Moral Certainty ? 

R. P. T.G. owns that the Dy. in other 
places doth acknowledge a true certainty of 
the principles of Religion ; but, he laith, 
he can ſay and nnſay, without retraiting, with 

as 
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as much art and eaſe as any man he ever 


read. 

P. D. T had thought »»/ayi»g had been 
retracting. But Dr. St. faithas much in 
thoſe very places T.G. objects againſt, 
as in thoſe be allows. Only T. G. de- 
lights in cavilling above moſt Authors I 
haveever read. ** Er 

R. P. But doth not Dr. $S:. allow a 
poſſibility of falſhood notwithſtanding all 
this pretence of Certainty ?_ 

P.D. Whatever.is true, is impoſſible 
to be falſe ; and the ſame degree of evi- 
dence any -one hath of the iruth of a 
thing, he hath of the impoſſibility of the 
falſhood of it ; therefore he that hath an 
ungoubted certainty of the truth of Chr:- 
fraity, hath the ſame certainty that it is 
And be- 
cauſe poſſibility and impoſſibility are ca- 
pable of the ſame diſtinftions that Cer- 
zainty 1s, therefore according to the na- 
ture and degrees of Certainty is the pol- 
ſibility or impoſſibility of falſhood. 
That which is Metaphyſically certain 15 10 
impoſſible to be falſe, that it implyes a 
contradiction to be otherwiſe : but it 1s 
not ſo in Phyſical Certainty, nor in all 
rational Certainty, nor in Moral : and yet, 
whereever any man is certain ofthe truth 
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of a thing, he is proportionably certain 
that it is impoſlible to be falſe. 

R. P. This only relates to the perſon, 
and not to the Evidence ; Is there any 
ſuch evidence of the Exiſtence of a Dezty, 
as can zxfall;bly convince it to be abſo- 
lutely true, and ſo impoſſible to be 
falle | 

P. D. IT do not doubt, but that there 
are ſuch evidences of the Bezzp of God, as 
do prove it to any unprejudiced mind 
impoſſible to be otherwiſe. And T. G. had 
no reaſon to doubt of this, from any thing 
Dr. $:. had ſaid, who had endeavoured 
ſoearly to prove the Being of God, and 
the Principles of Chriſtian Faith ; before Origins 
he ſet himſelf to conſider the Controver- $7 ** 
fies which have happened in the Chriſtian * 
Church. T. G. therefore might well 
have ſpared theſe refletions, in a debate 
- of ſodifterenta nature ; but that he was 
| gladof anopportunity to gooff from the 
* buſineſs, as men are, that know they are 
not like to bring it to a good iſſue. 

R. P. T.G. confeſſeth this is a digref 
| fox ; but he F mar to return to the 

matter; and ſo he does I aſſure you, for 
| he comes to the ſecond thing, hich, he 
faith, the Dr. ought to have done, viz. to Dial. p. 

| have ſhewed how the Netion of Idolatry doth *"* 
| 6 agree 
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azree to the Doftrine of the Church of Rome 
in her Councils. | 
t  P.D. It isa wonder to me, you ſhould 
think him defeCQtive in this, when he 
ſhews that there are two things from 
whence the ſenfe of the Roman Church 
is to be taken; 1. From the Definitions 
of Councils, 2. Fromthe praffice of the 
Church. | 

1. From the Definitions of Councils. 
And here * he entred upon the conſidera- 
tion of what that worſhip was, which 
was required tobeg/ver to Images: and 
ſhewed from the words of the Conrc!, 
and from the Teſtimony of the moſt emi- 
nent Divines of the Roman Church, that 
it was not enough to worſhip before Images, 
and tohavean zztextion to perform thoſe 
external As ; but there muſt be an 7z- 
ward intention tO worſhip the Images thens 
ſelves ; and that the contrary doQtrine 
was eſteemed little better than down- 
right Herefie. 

2. From the Prattice of the Church. 


_ For hefhews many of your beſt Divines 


went upon this principle, that God would 
not ſuffer his Charch toerr ; and therefore 
they thought the allowed prattice of the 
Church \ufficient for them to defend thoſe 
things tobe lawful which they ſaw ge- 
nrally 
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nerally praQtiſed. And from hence he 
makes it appear that the Church of Rome 
hath gone beyond the Council of Vice un 
two things. 

x. In making and worſhipping Images 
of God and the B. Trinity, which was 


* eſteemed madneſs and Pagan Idolatry in * Defence, 


the time of the ſecond Council of Nie ; 
and is juftified by the modern D:vires of 
the Church of Rome from the general pra- 
Fice of their Church. 

2. In giving the Worſbip of Latria to 


from p. 
$56. tO þo 
$75» 


Images ; + which was condemned by the * Defence, 


Council of Nice ; and notwithſtanding is 
defended by multitudes of Divizes in the 
Roman Church, from the allowed prattice 
in the Worfbip of the Croſs ; both before 
and after the Council of T rent. 

After which he enquires at large into 
the publick Offices, and commended De- 
wotions of that Church in reſpe&t to 


from p. 
606. to Þ+ 


639. 


Images, and from thence he* proves that 7P*fence, 
fronp. 

1. As to Conſecration of Inages for wor- 6,2.» p. 

(hip, 2. As to the Rites of Supplication 595+ 


to them; 3. As to pompous proceſſion 
with them, the modern Church of Rome 
doth not fall ſhort of the praQice of Pa- 
gan Rome. : 
And do you think all this is not ap- 
plying the zorion of Idolatry home _ 
. @ 
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the Roman Charch ? When, 1. He 
ſhews by the principles of the ſecond 
Council of Vice, the modern practices of 
the Church of Rome are chargeable with 
Holatry. 2. That the pratt:ces agreea- 
ble with that Council were on; with 


 Javlatry by the 1 eftern Church in the 


Council of Francford, not from any mi- 
ſtake of their meaning, but becauſe they 
Looked on the Worſhip then decreed to 
be proper adoration. | 

R. P. But T. G. faith, If the Worlbip 
defined by the Council of Nice were infe- 
riour Worſhip, and zot Latria, as Dr. St. 
confeſſeth, then nothing can be clearer than 
that it was not the Worſhip due to God, ad 
conſequently the Church of Rome cannot be 
chargeable with Idolatry from any thing con- 
tained in that decree. 

P. D. Will T.G. never underſtand the 
ditcrence between the 7ztextioz of the 
perſon and the Natrre of the A ? They 
might declare it to be only zxferiour Wor- 
(hip, but the Conncil of Francford took it 
to be proper adoration which was due 
only to God. And if thar Councils 
Judgement muſt ſtand ; all thoſe in the 
Church of Rome who give Latria to the 
Croſs, muſt be guilty of Iaolatry. 


R. P, 
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' R. P. Doth not the Church of England 
allow bowing to the Altar, which if the Al- 
tar had any ſenſe would think were done to 
# ; as T.G. faith, he was certainly in 
formed of a Countrey fellow who being got 
near the Altar in his Majeſties Chapel, 
thought all. the Congies had been made to 
him, and fo returned Congy for Congy. 


Dzal. þ. 
21530 


And if bowing may be uſed out of Religions 


reſpect to the Altar, why not kneeling, or 
proſtration, or fixing our eyes in time of 
Prayer, or burning Incenſe or Lights be- 
fore the Images of Chriſt and his Saints : 
. but hqw can Dr. St. purge the Church of 
England from Idolatry in that prattice, 
when he ſaith, that any Image. being made ſo 
far the objett of Divine Worſhip, that 
men do bow down before it , ( and he ſup- 
poſes the ſame will hold for any other crea- 
ture ) it doth thereby become an Idol, and 
on that account is forbidden in the ſecond 
Commandment ? | 
 P.D. What would T. G. have done, 
had it not been for this praQtice of bowing 
towards the Altar ? a wen yet he cannot 
but know that the practice of it is not en- 
joyned by our Church, for the Canon leaves 
it at liberty ; If the Church of Romedid 
the ſame about the mo_y of Images, the 
parallel would hold -__ _ 
ut 
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But the Church of Rome declares Reigious 
IWorſbip is to be given to Images, and our 
Church declares that zoze 7s to be given to 
the Altar, and doth not this make an 1 

rent difference ? If the Countrey fel- 
Tow ſtanding without the rails fancied 
the.Congies made to himſelf ; what 
would he have done, if he had ſtood 
within an Taze of our Lady, and ſeen 
all the Courtſhip that had been uſed to- 
wards her by {ome of her devoted ſer- 
vants and //aves ; when he bcheld the 
bare knees bleeding, the tears trickling, 
the breaſt knocking, the eyes ſcarce lifted 
upto ſhew the greater reverence and hu- 
mility towards the Image, what could 
he have thought, but that he was ſhut up 
within the bowels of the Goddeſs they 
worſhipped ? Whereas if the Countrey 
fellow hr gone up into the Court, and 
{een the ancient ſervants make their Re- 
werences after dinner in the Preſence cham- 
ber, he would ſoon have been better in- 
formed; if ſome of the old Courtiers had 
told him, it was the ancient C/tomze of the 
Court to make their Reverexces in all 
Chambers of Preſence, and from thence 
when they went into his Majeſties Chapcl 
they uſed the ſame cuſtome out of Reve- 
rence to God Almighty whoſe Preſerce- 
h chamber 
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chamber they accounted the Chapel to be. 
What 1s all this to giving Religious Wor- 
ſhip to the Altar ? wherein the force of all 
T7.G. ſaith muſtlye. 
R. P. But you do bow before the Altar, 
as we do before Images. ON, 
P. D. I utterly deny that. For your 
Church declares bowizg before Images with- 
out an intention to worſhip the Images 75 
next to Hereſje, (if we are to take the 
ſenſe of your Councils from their own 
words and the explication of Divines ; ) 
You explode their Doctrine who ſay, 
that we are only to worſhip God before them. 
Andis there no di:terence between the 
Acts of theſe two men as to Images 
themſelves ? The one declares that he 
looks on no Religions worſhip as due to 
an Image, bur it ſerves him only to put 
him in mind of him who 1s the proper 
objett of Worſhip, and he never intends 
by any A# of his to worſhip the Image 
it ſelf : another faith, the Church re- 
quires Images to be worſhipped, and tor my 
part I think my ſelf bound to do what 
the Church requires, and therefore it is 
my intention to give Worſhip not bare- 
ly to the object repreſented, but to the 
very Image it ſelf, although it be on the 
account of its reprefentation. And the 
T 2 latter 
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latter Dr. S*. hath ſhewed to be the 
only allowed /exfe in the Church of Rome, 
wor the other rexetted either as heretical 
or ext to it, Which T. G. never {0 
rauchas once takes notice of. But how- 
ever this doth not reach our caſe; for 
we believe the ſecond Commandment to 
be ſtill in force, which is expreſs and poſi- 
tive againſt all worſhipof Imazes,and bowing 
down to them, but that which was lawful 
among the Jews, notwithſtanding that 
precept, viz. to Worſhip God towards 
the Mercy Seat, is ſtill lawtul among Chri- 
ſt+ans, viz. to Worſhip God alone, but 
towards the Altar, And thus I 
7. G. willat laſt be brought a little bet- 

. ter tounderftand the ſenſe of our Church 
in this praQtice, and how far it is from 
being a parallel with your Worſbip of 
1mages. 

R. P. T. G. fiads great fault with 
Dr. St.*s citation out of Card, Lugo, about 

Dial. ſrom ſubmiſſion to Images, becanfe he left out ali- 

CER © quis, ad poteit dici, and T tel! you, he 
makes a hrige outcry about it, and fills up 
ſeveral pages with it. 

P. D. Doth he truly ? It was a great 
ſign he wanted matter to fill up his 
book. But I pray on what occaſion 
was this paſſage brought in ? It me 

| © 
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be that will give us ſome light into this 
matter. 

R. P. T.G. referrs to the page, but he 


Never Mentions the occaſion, It is lucha pefence, 


4oe.. 

4 *P. D. Let us ſee, what Dr. St. was 
proving in that place. It was, that by 
the Conncilof Nice as it is explained by 
the Driwvizes of the Roman Church, true 
and real Worſhip is to be given to 
Images ; and for this he produces the ſe- 
veral Teſtimonies of Suarez, Medina, Vi- 
ctoria, Catharinus, Naclantus, Bellarmine, 
Soto, Veloſillus,Pujol,T anneras, Tſambertus, 
Baſſes, Sylvius, Arriagaand at laſt Card. 
Lugo. If the thing benot proved, winch 
he deſigned, why is Card. Lygo alone 
produced ? If it be proved, why is Card. 
Luzoproduced at all? | 

R. P. Becauſe he left out a//quis and dicz 
poteſt, 

P. D. But ſuppoſe the other be ſufi- 
cient to expreſs his concurrence with the 
reſt, what unfairneſs is there in that, to 
ſhorten his words when he layes no 
weight upon the -anrer, but upon the 
thizz ? Had Dr. S:. charged Lugo with 
holding greater ſb»zi//joz than the reſt, 
and then left out the qualifying expreſſions, 
be had done him injury. But he knew 

* 4 1.90 
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L609 meant no more than the reſt, and 
produced him for no other purpoſe. If 
there be butany ward affetion carried 
to the Image, which may be called a cer- 
tair\kind of ſubmiſſion to the Image, it is all 
one to Dr. S:.*s purpoſe ; which was 
only to prove, as he faith, in the ſame 
page, from the 4s of the Connc:l, and 
the Judgement of their learned and emi- 
. nent Divines, that by the Decree of the Ni- 
cenzs Council ſuch true and real Worſhip tis 
tobegivento Images as is terminated upon 
thex Images themſelves. Did theſe Telſti- 
monies prove this, or did they not ? It 
they did not ; why did not T. G. diſcover 
themall ? it they did ; why doth he ſo 
vainly cavil, about ſome thing imperti- 
nent to the main buſineſs, in the very laſt 
of all ? Sothat, after all this cry, there is 
very little Wool, unleſs it be that which 
15 made of Goats hair, 

R. P. But this tends to breed an impreſ- 
ſfrontz the Reader, that the inward affedion 
Card, Lugo requized was of giving fubmiſ- 
fron to an Image as ſuperiour ; becauſe in 
another place he quotes the ſame Author for 
making cultus to ſignifie Reverence towards 
OIHPEXIONT'S. | 
; 5 D. But doth not the Cardinal ſay 

9; 


R, P. 


XUN 


(279) 

R.P. T.G. faithnothing to the con- 
trary, which I am ſure he would have 
done, if he had not. 

P. D. Wellthen; Lugo makes worſhip 
to be a Reverence towards Supertours ; but 
he faith, that true worſhip is due to Images. 
And is not this making the Image Supe- 
T1OAr ? 

R. P. Tthought where I ſhould have 
you; but T. G. hath explained Lugo's 
meaning from himſelf. 

P. D. Let me hearitasT.G. that can- 
did and ingenuous dealer hath it. 

R. P. x. Hefſaith, Whenwe worſhip an 
Image, the inward affection i not carried to 
the Inage, after the ſame. manner it is to 
the Prototype ; for we worſhi» the Prototype 
abſolutely, 1. e. for its own proper excellen-. 
cy ; but the Image onty with a relative wor- 
ſhip,1.e. for the excellency not of the Image 
# ſelf, but of the Prototype, which kind of 
Worſhip he affirms to be far inferiour to the 
6ther, which is abſolute. 

2. We have not the ſame inward ſub- 
zatſſion towards the Imaze, which we have to- 
wards the Prototype ; for we ſubmit our 
Setves to the Prototype, acknowleaging it to 
be more excellent than our ſelves, and ſupc- 
r10nr to us, which kind of ſubmiſſion we can- 
ot prudently concerve to belong to an Imaze ; 
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wor indetd any at all, by whith we fubmit our 
ſelves to it, preferring it before us. 

2. T he ſole external att af kiſſing or bowing 
is not fo carryed tothe Image but that ſome 1n- 
ward ”_ on alſo goes along with it, which 
he [aith, may be called alſo ſome kind of affe- 
Hon of ſubmiſſion; by which he means au affe- 
on of ſubmitting our ſelves to the Image ; 
for as much as the A&# of the Will from which 
zt proceeds is an affection of performing thoſe 
att s about their Images, which we are wont to 
exerciſe towards our Supertonrs. 

P. D. Now I hope, we have the Car. 
dinals true meaning. From whence I 
deſire you to obſerve. 

x, That the difference he puts between 
the Worſhip of the Image and the Proto- 
zype lyes 1n the izward eſtimation of the 
Excellecy of the one above the other ; 
which 1s as much as to ſay, that he doth 
really think there is more excellency in 
Chriſt himſelf than in a Crucifixz. Which 
deſerves a ſpecial remark ; eſpecially be- 
ing made by a Cardinal, When one 
might venture to ſay, that there is ſcarce 
an 1dolater 1o ſottiſh in the world, but 
will acknowledge his Deity to be much 
better than the Iaze of him; and that 
he worſhips one for his own excellency, 
and the other only out of reſpeQ to him. 


2. He. 
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2. He acknowledges, that all thoſe 
Aits whereby we expreſs reverence to- 
wards Superiours may be uſed towards 
_ as bowing, kneeling, proftration, 

fo 
3. That there is ſon kind of inmard 
affetiow which may - ——_ 4 certain 
kind of affettion of [abmiſſion going alto 
with j# ares {0 And doth _ 
all this amount to zx«e and real worſhip ? 
which was the thing Dr. Sz. deſigned to 
prove.. . For here, without exceprron, all 
thoſe Acts whereby our reverence towards 
Smpertoars 1s expreſſed, may be uſed to 
Images ; 1. e. all tokens of ſubmiſſion to 
them, and an mward affettion of ſome 
kind, which may be called affedton of fab- 
miſſion. By which we find it yielded to 
us that external 4#s of Adoration 
may be given to 1ges, provided, that 
the. inward affeition be. carryed after a 
diftetent manner to the Prototype and to 
the Image ; which no [dolater m the 
workd, if Maimonides may be beheved, 
would ever deny : if they believed any 
other Goas beſides their 1dols, as he faith, 
there were none but did. So that Card. 
Lugo upon fair ground gives up all pe- 
culiarity of any external Atts of Divine 
Worſhip ; and for all thatI can ſee, may 
{acrifice 
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Rerifice toan Image, or ofter up thaHoſt 


toit, on the ſame reaſons that they make 
their proſtrations before it. And he un- 
derſtood the conſequence of his own 
 Do&trine ſo well, that he doth not ſeem 
to boggle at it on the account of adora- 
tion. But as long as T. G. yields that 
Cardinal Lugo doth allow all external 
Atts of ſubmiſſion to Imazes, and ſuch an 
inward affettion as to make that /abmiſ/i- 
on ſincere and real, 'Dr. St. hath all which 
his heart could deſire from this teſtimo- 
ny of Lugo. 

R. Þ. But atl this amounts to 10 more, 
T. G. faith from him, but that the Proto- 
type deſerves #0 be treated honoarably, not 
only in it ſelf, but in all things which have 
connexion with it, as an Image or the like. 

P. D. That is, God may be worſhip- 
ped inany Creature; andany att of ado- 
ration may be performed towards it, if 
it have a reſpect to him: whether by a 
real| or imaginary preſence. Which 
takes away the diſtinction of divine wor- 
ſhip as it 1s _—_ to outward acts, and 
all neceſſary diſcrimination between the 
Worſhip we give to God and to his Crea- 
tures; Andit this be for the honour of 
his Soverazenty and Dominion over us , 
{ct the world judge. 


R.P, 
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R. P. After all this, T.G. faith, that niv.y. 
Dy. St. agrees with Cardinal Lugo in the 28 
thing, although he quarrels with him about 
the words. 
P. D. That is news indeed. How 
doth T. G. make that out ? 
R. P. Becauſe he ſaith from Aquinas, 
that although m0 irrational or inanimate po fence,p, 
being be capable of that real excellency to de- © OO 
ſerve any | wg from us for its onn ſake ; 
yet on the account of a relation to divine 
things they may deſerve a different regard 
and uſage from other things. 
P. D. This is true; but he immedi- 
ately diſtinguiſhes from St. 442-/tiz be- 
tween the peculiarity of ſe belonging to 
the ſacred ntexſils, and the worſhip given 
to Images. | 
| R. P. That isno matter how he diſtin- 
guiſhes, as long as the conſequence holds 
from one to the other. For if a Religt- 
ous reſpect be due to ſacred places and yp; 9, 
things on the account of their Relation to 229, 23cy 
God, and an inward inteation of the mind 3 
to expreſs it towards them by an outward 
token of ſubmiſſion, as bowing to the Altar, 
zt comes to the ſame thing which Cardinal 
Lugo pleads for to an Image , fo that if 
one be Iadolatry, the other muſt be ſo too. 
So that T. G. concludes very trium- 
phantly 
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phantly that by theſe edge-tools, viz. School- 
aiftinitions Dr. St. hath cut the throat of 
his own Cauſe. And then he brings in 
the Patronus bone Fidei again. 

P. D. Methinks another writing of 
the ſame worthy Author had been much 
more proper, called Tugulum Cauſe. But 
is it poſſible for T. G. not to appronond 
the difference of theſe things ? I will 
once more endeavour to make it plain 
to you. The reverence to ſacred places 
and things differs from the re/ative wor- 
ſhip of Images in theſe things. 

r. In the A#s belonging to them. 
For this I need only to repeat Dr. S7.'s 
words. Is there no difference between 
*a Religious reſpect (if I may ſo call 
*it) to ſacred places and things, and all 
© the moſt ſolemn Ads of Adoration 
© which were ever givento Images by 
«the moſt fſottiſh Idolaters ? Such as 
*kneelings before them, proſtrations , 
< praying with their eyes fixed upon 
*©them, as though they were ſpeaking 
*tothem, burning incenſe and lights be- 
*f* fore them, which are as great teſtimo- 
© nies of worſhip as ever were uſed by 
« the greateſt and moſt ſottiſh Idolaters. 
And here Cardinal Lygo allows all exter- 
nal atts of ſubmiffion to Images ; whereas 

| in 
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in the other caſe, diſcrimination is all that 
is contended for, out of Rewverexce to 
them. As for bowing towards the Altar, 
it hath been ſo often anſwered before, 
that I ſhall not repeat. 

2, In the Reaſor of Worſhip. For if 
the Reaſon aſhgned for the Worſhip of 
Images be peculiar to them, then it can- 
not hold tor all facred things and places. 
Now the Reafoxol the Worſhip of Ima- 
ges 1s repreſextation of the Prototype as 
preſent to the fancy of him that wor- 
ſhips; but this cannot hold for the /a- 
'cred Utenſils and places which have their 
hozour for the ſake of the »ſe they are 
dedicated ro. Thus if Images in Churches 
were appointed only for «ſe without any 
worſhip to be given to them, it would 
come much nearer to a parallel, than 
they can do now, when they are con- 
ſecrated and ſet up on, purpoſe for adora- 
tion ; as they are continually in the Ro- 
man Church. 

3. In the d//inftio, the Law of God 
makes between them. For when it 
moſt ſeverely prohibits the worſhip of 
Images, it not only allows but commands 
the reverencing Gods Sanituary ; and the 
conſecrating Sacred Veſſels for the uſe of 
the Temple. So that where _ _ 

ift1n- 
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diſtinguiſheth we have reaſon to do' it 
too: and fo the Chriſtian Church ' did , 
when it looked on the worſhip of Images: 
as «nlavful, yer they did ſhew reſpect 
and honorr to ſacred things and places : 
and honour is all they are capable of as 


St. Auguſtine ſaith, but no worſhip doth be- 


long to them. So that theſe Edge-T ools 
do noexecution at all but upon T.G.'s 
Images; which could never have been 
framed without them, and yet are de- 
{troyed by them. | 

R. P. You think to eſcape about the 
Dottor's unfaithful reporting the ſenſe of 
Authors with this one Teſtimony of Car- 
dinal Lngo; but you are deceived, I 
have another ready for you of Gregory 
Niſſen 

P. D. Another ! IexpeAed hundreds 
upon 7. G.*s outcries, When he faith, the 
Citations are many and lon? and out of An- 
thors of all Nations, and all Ages, and all 
Religzons. What ! but another ? 

R. P. You would have T. G. write an 
Anſwer as big as Foxes Acts and Mon«- 
ents, but you are deceived, he is wiſer 
than ſo. For he hath a particular aver(i- 
on to a great ook upon one ſubject. If 
he can diſcover four or five citations faulty, 
that will take away the reputation of all the 


OO 
P. D. A very ſhort, way I confeſs. 
Methinks one or two may ſerve; and 
ſave Candle and Firing, and Waſte-pa- 
per. Nay one ſingle Teſtimony ma 
doit, with an end of an old Latine verſe 
tacked to it, Crimine ab uno eſpeci- 
ally ſuch a one as this of Cardinal Lugo. 
But, however let us hear that of Gregory 
Nyſſew. | 
R. P. It is about the Arians being char- p41. ;; 
ged with Idolatry : which is brought in 234 
with a great deal of Pomp among other 
Teſtimonies , to ſhew that the Arians were 
charged with Idolatry for the worſhip they 
gave to Chriſt, whom they acknowleaged to 
be aCreature, from thence to parallel their 
worſhip with that of the Church of Rome 
| to the Saints. 
| P.D. I am ghd to hear but one of 
| thole Teſtimonies challenged ; for it 
| that be given up, there are enough re- 
 maining to prove his delign: which you 
mightily miſtake, if you think it was on- 
ly to parallel your worſhip of Saints with 
the Arians Idolatry. For this1s never {0 
much as mentioned by Dr. Sr. ; but he 
f names ſeveral conſiderable advantages 
which are gained by it in this ſubje&t 
of Idolatry. 


1, That 
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t. That there may be 7dolarry where, 
the true God is 'owned , and wor- 
ſhipped, as he was no doubt among the 
Avians ; from, whence it follows, that 
the Nature of 7da/atry doth not conſift 
in' giving, Soveraign. Worſhip tc a Crea- 
tare, without telpe& to the Creator. 
Which will be of 2/e tous inthe debate 
about the Pagan Idolatry. 

2. That Relative Latria being giveri 
to a Creature 1s Idolatry, for notwith- 
ſtanding they looked on Chriſt as the 
expreſs Image of God ; yet becauſe they 

ave divine worſhip to him, ſuppoſing 
im ta bea Creature, they were charged 
with Jdolatry. 

}. That making God the Fountain 
and Original of thoſe excellencies for 
which any Creature is worſhipped doth 
got excuſe from Idolatry. For the Ari- 
a5 were guilty who fuppoſed all the 


excellencies of Chriſt tobe derived from 


God. 

4. That nodiftintion of Do#ulia and 
Latria doth excufe from Jdolatry ; For 
the Fathers make the giving Do«lia to 
Chrift to be Idolatry. | 

5. That the »otio of an 1d! is fo far 
from being a meer imaginary figment Or 
Chimera,that it was attributed by the "on 

thers 
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thers to the moſt excellent Beizg , cveri 
to Chriſt himſelt, when Divine Worſhip 
was given to him as a Creature, 

Theſe are matters of great moment, it 
they hold good; doth he paſs all theſe 
by, only to fall upon one ſingle Teſti- 
mony ? If he doth, itis a ſhrewd ſign, 
though he cried out of Gregory Nyſſer, 
yet he was pinched ſomewhere elle. 
Well; but what is this horrible crime 
about Gregory Nyſſez ? Hath he brought 
him under a» Index Expurgatorius ? 
Hath he falſified his words and corrupt- 
ed the Text ? Or hath he wilfully alter- 
ed his ſenſe and meaning ? Hath he 
done it in all the quotations out of him, 
or only ih one? Whatever it is, let us 
have tt. 

R, P. It is in the citation out of his 
Oration de laudibus Baſil. 

P. D. But the Dr. hath three or four 
more out of the ſame A#thor. It leems 
they ſtand well enough. Hath not the 
Dr. truly cited his words ? 

R. P. Yes, T.G.ftaith, as to the genes 
val truly enough. | | 

P. D. What is the fault then ? 

R. P. That he doth not add the words 
that follow, wherein he ſhews what kind of 
worſhip that was which the Arians gave to 
[1 Chriſt 3 
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Chriſt ; viz. not only to worſhip awd ſerve 
him, but alſo to fix hopes of ſalvation ina 
Creature and to expett judgement from it. 
And. mas it not neatly done of the Dottor 
to wrap up all this in thoſe ſhort words, The 
Devil perſwaded men to return to the wor- 
ſhip of the Creature ? Which is a Laconiſm 
pot obſerved by him on other occaſions : but 
it was here done on purpoſe to conceal from 
the Reader the apparent differexce between 
the worſhip of Saints in the Church of 
Rome; azd the Arians worſhip of Chriſt. 
P. D. I am glad, it is out at laſt, at- 
ter ſo much-itrajning. Sce how mucl 
choler there 1s wn it! Indeed, it might 
have done him much harm, if he had 
kept it in any longer. But I wonder 
the Laconick Gentleman doth complain 
ot /hortacfſ. Do you think the Laconia 
in Boccaliai would have made ſuch a 
noiſe for miſſing a page or two in Guicciar- 
ains War of Pi{:? Do you in earneſt 
think Dr. $7, ſhould take ſuch pains to 
conceal that which every one knows, 
that the Ariaxs fixed their hopes of Sal- 
vation on Chriſt, and expetted him to come 
to Tudeement ? What wonderful diſcove- 
ry 1s this, which T.G. hath made? Nay 
Dr. $7. himſelf takes notice of this Ob- 
jection, that they did give a higher degree 
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of worſhip to Chriſt than any do to Saints ; 
and returns this Anſwer to it j that they 
did only give a degree of worſhip proper- 
tionable to the degrees of excellency fup- 
poſed to be in him far above any orhet 
creatures whatſoever, But ſtill that 
worſhip was inferiour to that which they 
cave to God the Father : and at the 
higheſt ſuch as the P/atoriſts gave to 
their celeſt3al Deities, And although the 
Arians did invocate Chriſt and put their 
truſt in him, yet they ſtill ſuppoſed him 
to be a creature, _ therefore believed 
that all the Power and Arthority he had 
was given to him : ſo that the worſhp 
they gave to Chriſt muſt be izferionr to 
that hoxour they gave to the Supreme God 
whom they believed to be Srpreme, Ab- 
ſolute and Independent. 

R. P. T.G. takes notice of this An- 
{wer, and objes two things againſt it, 
Firſt, That it ſtands too far off from the 
words of Nyſſen at the diſtance of 350 
pages ; and ſo proves 4 very late ſalve for 
ſo old a wound. 

P. D. Eſpecially , conſidering how 
poor Nyſſez lay a bleeding all that while. 
Is it not enough for us to unſwer 06- 
Jedtions ; unleſs we put them Juſt un the 
page you would have them , after the 
U 2 way 
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way of Objections and Solutions ? T pit 
the hard fate of the Laconia that hat 
350 leaves to turn over, longer than the 
War of Piſa. O for the Gallzes ! But I 
hope he will conſider better of it. 

R. P: You may jeſt as you pleaſe as 
this Anſwer ; but the ſecond is a very ſo- 
lid one : for T. G. ſhews the parallel to 
be inconſiſtent, both with the practice of the 
Arians, and Dottrine of the Fathers. 

P. D. What parallel doth he mean ? 
Dr. $+. proves from hence zferiour rela- 
tive worſhip given to a creature tobe 1do- 
latrx, in the ſenſe of the Fathers, Is this 
true, Or is it not ? 

R. P. You have not patience to hear 
7.G.*s anſwer out. For, 

1. He ſaith, The Fathers do acknow- 
ledge a worſhip due to the Saints, and 
particularly Gregory Nyilen iz a» Oration 
produced by him :. and therefore if they had 
condemned the Arians of Idolatry for gi- 
wing only a like worſhip to Chriſt though in 
4 higher degree, they had condemned them- 
ſelves for the like crime, 

2. 'T he Arians made no ſuch Apology for 
themfelves, as the Doctor makes for them, 
viz, that they gave Soveraien and abſolute 
worſhip to God, and only inferiour and re- 
ative worſhip to Chriſt. 


2. Why 
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3. Why mioht not the generality at leaf 
believe Chriſt to be of a ſuperiour Order , 
fo xs to have true Divinity in him, : the 
Heathens did of their leſſer Gods, and that 
being aſſumed as a Conſort in the Empire, 
abſolute Divine Honour was due to him ? 

4. They were chargeable with Idolatry, 
becauſe they did avowedly give thoſe Afts 
of Worſhip ts Chrift believing him to be 4 
Creature, which by the common conſent and 
publick praftice of Chriſtians, from nhence 
exteriour ſians in the duties of Relizion 
recerve ther determination , were tunder- 
ffood to be due only to God incarnate. 
Which makes their caſe very much diffc- 
rent . from that of the Church of Rome, 
which gave to Saints and Images only ſuch 
Aets of Worſhip as by the common ufe and 
prattice of the Chriſtian World before Lu- 
ther, were determined and underſtood , 
when applied to Saints and Images, to ex- 
prefs az inferiour degree of Reverence or 
Worſhip, than what « due to God himſelf, 
This is the ſubſtance of 7. G.'s anſwer. 

P. D. I confeſs T. G. now offers ſome- 
ching worthy a ſerious debate. Whicl: 
may be reduced to theſe two things. 

1. What thoſe 4s of Worſhip were, 
which the 47275 were charged with 1ac- 
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latry for giving to Chriſt ſuppoling him a 
Creature, 

2. How far the Churchof Rome is lia- 
ble to the ſame charge , for the worſhip 
ſhe gives to Saimtsand Images. 

x. For the Ai#s of Worſhip which the 
Arians were charged with Ido/atry in gi- 
ving to Chriſt as a Creature, The 
ſtrength of 7. G.*s anfwer hes in two 
things. | 

I. That they were given abſolutely to 
Chriſt, as a leſſer God. 

2. That they were ſuch Acts which 
by the conſent of the Church did fignifie 
proper Divine worſhip. 

1. Let usconfider whether the worſhrp 


given ito Chriſt could be a/o/ute upon 


their ſuppoſition that Chriſt was a Crea- 
ture. T. G. {peaks ſomewhat faintly in 
this matter, at firſt ſaying only , Why 
might it not be abſolute ? at leaſt 2s to the 
eeacraljty ? But afterwards, he takes 
heart, and fayes roundly that the Fa- 
thers evermore charge the Arians for gi- 
vins al folite Divine Worſhip ta Chriſt , 
al:nongh they believed him to be of a dif- 
ferent nature from the Supreme God: 
mhich he hopes is far enoueh from the 
Do##ors relatrve or inferior Worſhip. But 

Iam 
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Iam very far from being ſatisfied with 
this Anſwer. For T pray tell me wherein 
lies the difference between Soveraier 
Worſhip , and Inferionr : In Ads of the 
Mizad, or in External Acts ? 

R. P. In Internal doubtleſs; on T. G.'*s 
principles, who makes External Afts to 
ſianifie according to the determination of the 
Church. 

P. D. What are thoſe Internal Ads 
wherein the Worſhip of the Supreme God 

conliſts ? 
' _R.P. A due eſteem of his excellency, 
and ſuitable affeftion to it. 

P. D. Muſt not this due efteemr diſtin- 
ouiſh him from all Creatures ? 

R. P. Yes ſurely ; for otherwiſe it can 
| be no due efteem : the diſtance being in- 
finite between God and his Creatures. 

P.D. Cana man then have an eq#.1/ 
eſteem of God and a Creature ? which he 
acknowledges to be made by him ? 

R. P. Certainly not. 

P. D. Then it muſt be »zequal, ac- 
cording to the difference of axcreatedand 
created excellencies, 

R.F. Te. 

P. D. Then the Worſhip muſt be axc- 
gual ; and that which is given to a Crea- 
rare mult be inferiour worſhip. 
us R. F. 
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R. P. Bur T. G. faith, they might be- 
eve true Divinity to be in him, as the Hea- 
thens did of their leſſer Gods. 

_ P. D. True Divinity! Whatis that, 
when they believed him to be a Creature ? 

did they take him for an ancreated crea- 

ture? For that can be no true Divinity 

which is not axcreated ; and yet you 

confeſs they owned Chriſt to be a Crea- 

ture. What zonſenſe and contradiction 

would T. G. cry out upon, if Dr. Sr. 

had ever ſaid any ſuch thing ? 

R. P. Mizht not they believe Chriſt to 
be aſſumed as Confort in the Empire, and ſo 
abſolute Divine Honour to be due to him: ? 

P. D. Whatdoyou mean by this a/0- 

lute Divine Honour ? ForT havealready 
proved it muſt be ;7feriour Worſhip. 
' R. P. I do ſuppoſe abſolute Divize 
Honour 1s that which is given toa Being 
on the account of zts own excellency, and 
relat;te from the reſpect it hath to ano- 
ther. \ 2 

P. D. But whether b/olute or relative, 
it 15 proper Divine. Hoxonr you mean. 
And doth not that imply an eſteem of 
Proper aruvine excellency, and 1s not that 
proper” to God alone and uncreated ? How 
then can this abſolute Divine Honour be 
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R. P. How did the Gels to tlicir 
falſe Gods ? 

P.D. Juſt as the Arians, for they 
made diſt:n&t10z5 in their worſhip; as 
hs appear when we come to that ſub- 
ect. 

h R. P. What do you make then this 
worſhip of the Arians to be ! 

P. D. An Isferior and Relative Wor- 
ſhip ; for they ſuppoſed they worſhip- 

ed God, when they gave thoſe As of 
Vorſhip to Chriſt which were agreeable 
to the excellencies that were in him. 

R, P. But (2.) Thoſe Acts were ſuch 
as by the conſent of the Church-were un- 
aerſtood to be due only to God incarnate. 

P. D. Here we are to know, both 
what theſe A4&s were; and what pow- 
er the Chrch hath to impoſe a ſigrnijica- 
t10z upon them. 

R, P. T. G. names theſe. 1. Wor- 
ſhipping and ſerving him with Latria. 
2. Putting their truſt in him as Mediator 
of Redemption. J. Invoking him as the 


Judge of the quick and the dead, &C. 

P. D. What means this &c. I am 
afraid here is ſomething beyond the tric 
about Gregory Nyſſez , which lies under 
this Dragons T ayl. 
Dr. St. mentioned ? 


Are thelſs all which 


R.P. 
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R. P. I know not that ; if you know 
more I am ſure to hear of it. 
 P.D. You are not miſtaken ; for 
Dr. $S:. had ſhewedar large , (1.) That 
external adoration was one of thoſe 
things which the Fathers charged the 
Artans with Idolatry for giving to Chri/# 
ſuppoſing him to be a Creature : from 
Defence, Peters forbidding Corelizs, and the 4- 
1199175» ret St. John ; becauſe this is only pro- 
per to God: from the plain teſtimonies 
of Arhanaſins, Fpiphanius and St. Cyril. 
(2.) That zv-cation of Chriſt as a Medi- ® 
ator of Interceſſion, was condemned as 
Idolatry in the Arians. Athanaſius fup- 
P.1*6. poſes it inconſiſtent with Chriſtianity to 
joyn Chriſt, if he were a creature, is 
our prayers, together with God. (3.) That 
they made no ſuch diſtintion of wor- ; 
ſhipping and ſerving with Latria, as T.G. 
inſinuates. For he ſhews from the Te- 
153. ſtimonies of Athanaſins , and even Gre- 
*. 1-8 gory Nyſſen, St. Cyriland Theodoret, that 
180, the very worſhip which they condemn 
for Izolatry 1s called Doulia by them. 
And therefore theſe are meer ſhifts and 
evaſions which do not remove the diff- 
culty at all. I deny not, but they did 
put their truſt iz Chriſt for Salvation, 
and expect his coming to judge the quick 
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awd the dead ; but I fay theſe were bur 
expreſſions ſuitable to the apprehenſions 
they had of his excellencies above any 
other Creatures, but fill zwferiour to 
Gods : and the Fathers did not charge 
them with Idolatry meerly for theſe 
Ads, but for the other likewiſe menti- 
oned before, 

-R. P. Bur T. G. hath a reſerve ſtill 
behind, viz. that it is in the Churches Pow- 
er to- determine the ſignification of external 
Atts of Worſhip., mhat belongs to Sove. 
raign or proper Divine Worſhip, and what 
to inferior warſhip ; that at that time the 
Church might take thoſe for Aits of Di- 
vine Worſhip which afterwards, by conſent 
of” the Church came: only ta- ſignifie inferi- 
our Atts of Worſhip when. applied ta Crea- 
tures ; and therefore the argument cannot 
hold from that time to after Apes. 

P.D. I think you have hit upon T.G.'s 
meaning : and intruth it is theonly thing 
to be {aid in the caſe. For if 1do/atry be 
a thing; in the Churches Power to deter- 
mine, it 1s the only way in the world for 
the Church of Rometo free her ſelf ( ſup- 
poling that power to be lodged in her ) ; 
but it it ſhould happen that the Law of 
God, the conſent Of Nations, the Reaſon 
of Divine Worſhip and the Prattice of 
the 
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the Primitive Church have determined 


Idolatry antecedently to the power of the 
preſent Church : what a caſe are you then 
in? The guilt of [dolatry muſt lic heavi- 
ily upon you, andif it be ſo great « ſin as 
your own Schoolwen determine, you have 
a great deal to anſwer for ; notwith- 
ſtanding all the tricks and evaſions of 
T.G. "But why doth not T. G. make the 
external As of Theft, Adultery, Mur- 
der and Perjury, as much under the 
Churches power asthole of Idolatry ? But 
I forbear now, ſuppoſing that we ſhall 
meet with this uſeful notion again be- 
fore we end this debate. 

R. P. Youre miſtaken, if youthink 
T. G. had no other anſwer to give : For 
he ſaith, they could not be underſtood of 
that worſhip mhich our Church gives to 
Saints, becauſe they acknowledge an inferi- 
our worſhip due to the Saints ; for which 
he quotes St. Auſtin, Gregory Nazianzen, 
St. Hierom and Gregory Nyſſen. 

P.,D. Had T. G. the confidence to 
quote St. Auguſtin again for this, when 
Dr. St. purpoſely anſwered this very 
Teſtimony in his Book which T. G. pre- 
tends here to anſwer, and proves evi- 
dently from him that mo worſhip was ther? 


even to the Saints? and to all this T. G. 


returng 
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returns nothing, but howeyer he brings 
the ſame Teſtimony again ; as whole 
and as found, and as much to the pur- 
pole asever. Gregory Nazianzen 1s quo- 
red at peradventure, for I remember no- 
thing in the Orat. de Nat. Chriſt. to 
that purpoſe, although I lately read it 
over. St. Hierom Ipeaks only of reve- 
rencing the Sepulchres of the Martyrs : but 
all the weight lies upon Gregory Nyſſez , 
and what, I pray, faith this ſingle Wit- 
neſs to the buſineſs ? 

R.P. More than you will be willing te 
hear,or ableto anſwer. For in his Oration: 
upon St. T heogore that great and holy Mar- 
tyr, ( which even Rivetus himſelf that ca- 
pricious Fanatick in Criticiſm doth not 
queſtion to be his genuine work) he com- 
mends the peoples devotion to the Martyrs, 
he deſcribes the magnificent ſtructure of the 
Temple, the pieces of Sculpture in it, and 
eſpecially the pitture of the Martyr ; then 
coming to the Shrine he ſhews the eſteem 
they had for his Relicks ; and if they were 
admitted to touch his body, they embrace it 
as if” they beheld it yet alive ; and weeping 
over it as if he were whole before them , 
they ſolicit his ſupplication and interceſſion, 
beſeeching him as a Champion of God, and 


arvocating him as one that conld obtain 


bleſſings, 


Dial. p; 
238. 


DW 
bleſſings , when he would, for them. Aud 
ther he dilates himſelf npon the Afts of the 
Martyr and the great benefits they received 
by him : and at the end of his Oration ad- 
areſſes himſelf to him in theſe words, We 
ftand in need of many benefits, do thou i1- 
tercede and deprecate with our common 
King and Lord for thy Country. Dothou 
as a Souldier fieht in our defence. And 
2 caſe there be need of preater interceſſion 
call an Aſſembly of thy Brother Martyrs ; 
let the prayers of many juſt perſons exps- 
ate the ſins of multitudes of Offenders. 
Admoniſh Peter, excite Paul, avd John 
alſo the beloved Diſciple to be ſolicitors for 
the Churches they have founded ; that Ids- 
tatry may not lift ap its head, that Here- 
irs may not overerow the Vineyard, &C. 
But by the Power of thine and thy fel- 
lows interceſſion, O admirable man, and 
eminent amons Martyrs , the Chriſtian 
Church may be a plentiful Field of Har- 
weſt, &c. If Dy. St. had been preſent at 
this Oration, faith T. G. how may we think 
would his zeal have urged him to have cri- 
ed out Idolatry , fiat Idolatry , wery real 
Idolatry, meer H-atheniſh Idolatry. 

P. D. Tam not of your mind in this ; 
for I fuppoſe he would have canffdered 
the allowances to be made for an elo- 

quent 
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quent perſon in a Payee yrical Oration ; 
when things are amplified , heightned, 
1mproved, with all the moſt moving 
figures and ſtrains of Rhetorick to ex- 
cite the Auditors admiration and afteQti- 
ontothe party commended. And he muſt 
be a great ſtranger to the Schools of Elo- 
quence that will torm dofrines and devo- 
trons from Apoſtrophe”s and Proſopopeia's. 
I do not think Dr. S$:. would have char- 
ged Cicero a jot the more for 1dolarry 
for his praying to the Hills and Woods 
of Alba, Vos Albani tumuli atque luct, 
oro atque obteFor : What ! flat Idolatry ! 
 Fleatheniſh Idolatry ! praying to Hills and 
Iſoods. No ſuch matter. For ſo Rhe- 
zoricians will tell T. G. what great {cope 
Orators may take in the repreſentation 
of perſons and the things done by them ; 
and how mightily thoſe fiewres both 
adorn the Oration and move the Audi- 
tors ; But withal, that theſeare figures 
it 1s very eaſie to exceed in, and 1t re- 
quires great judgement to manage them 
with a due decorum. If it were needtul 
for 7. G. I could produce the Teſtimonies 
of both Greek and Latize Rhetor:icians to 
this purpoſe. All the queſtion 1s, whe- . 
ther Gregory Nyſſex ſpake like an Orator 
in theſe expreſſions, for which we muſt 

confi- . 


Greg. Nav 
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conſider the charatter of the Perſon, and 
the Occaſion of ſpeaking. As to Gregory 
Niſſen, Gregory Nazianzen leverely re- 
bukes him 1h a whole Epiſtle for affect- 
ins more the Glory of an Orator than of 4 
Chriſtian ; and this after he was a Prieſt, 
and devoted to the ſervice of Chriſt; info 
much that many Chriſtians were very much 
offended at him. And what wonder 1s 
it to find ſuch a perſon, on ſuch an oc- 
caſion as making a Paneg yrical Oration on 
a Martyr , laying on all his colours, 
opening his pertuming pots,- and ufing 
more the fi2rres of an Orator, than the 
exattneſs of a Divine ? Nay, it was be- 
come ſo general a Cſtom among their 
Eloguent men to exceed in their Panesy- 
rical Orations,that I find Theodoret quoted 
for ſaying, Vo rule of Dottrine ts to be taken 
from them, And it 1s agreed by your 
Divines as well as our own, that the Fa- 
thers in their popular Orations do make uſe 
of fuch bold figures, as are not to be made 4 
foundation for doitrines to be taken from 
them. Therefore this Apoſtrophe to 7 heo- 
dorius by Gregory Nyſſen 15 no argument 
to prove /zvocation of Saints; there being 
a great difference between flowers of Rhe- 
torick and Forms of Devotion. 


e 
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R. P. But he commends the devotion of 
the people to the Martyrs, and calls it a 
pure worſhip: 

P. D. That he might well do, as the 
ſolemnities of the Martyrs were obſerved 
out of hoxour to God and the Chriſtian 
Religion. For then the Chriſtians met 
at the Tombs of the Martyrs to perform 
the publick worſhip of God there ; and 
afterwards erected Churches upon their 
memories, 10 that the place, the 7:me, the 
occaſion of meeting was for the hozoxr of 
the Martyrs, but the worſhip was given 
to God alone. 

R. P. Doth not Gregory Nyſlen #ake 
notice of the peoples ſoliciting his ſuppli- 
cation and interceſſion with God for them, 
as their Champion, &C. 

P. D.. T grant he doth fo ; but ob- 
{ſerve his words ; he faith the people wher 
they touch any part of his body , (C which 
was very rarely granted) they embraced 
it, asif it had been living ; and wept over 
i zzand then he adds &s 6Xoxangy x} paveut- 
yo Te wedtlver, F Ts merofieyey iyeoiay meat yroly 


ts Ngugicer Ty 358, mogrgn3v]es, ws AajppBayob- 
T1 Tas tugeas 3ray 234an emmAtueors As if 
he had been whole and appeared before 
them, ( which laſt word gawouire T. G. 
very conveniently left out , which I 
| X leave 
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leave tothe reader to judge of, as a Teſti- 
mony of T. G.'s ſincerity, at the very 
ſame time he charges Dr. Sr. for the 
ſame fault) they ſolicit his interceſſion, 
beſeechins him as the Champion of God , 
and calling upon him as one that received 
gifts when he pleaſed. T do not think this 
Superſtition of the People was to be excu- 
{cd,* which began moſt eariy to appear 
in the parts of Cappadocia and Pontmus , 
and the reaſon of it 1s not hard to give, 
from the turning the Heathen Feſtivals into 
Chriſtian Solemnities to the Martyrs, of 
which Gregory Nyſlen ſpeaks in the Lzfe 
of Gregory Thanmaturgsus , but however, 
this was not any ſolemn invocation of 
him, as a part of Religions Worſhip, but 
an occaſional and rare thing, and done up- 
on ſuppoſition, as if he had been alive 
and then preſent among them. And 
that the pratice of theſe men who ſeem- 
e1 moit to make addreſſes to Saints in 
the fourth Cextury did differ from the 7-- 
vocation of Saints in your Church, 1 ſhall 
make appear by thele particulars. 

I. Iavocation Of Saints 1s made a ſo- 
jemn pare of Religions Worſhip in the 
Charch of Rome. For which, we do 
not run to ſome extravagant expreſſions 
of your Preachers ; nor barely to the Ave 

Maries 
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Maries they ule in their Pulpits, of which 
no ſingle inſtance can be produced out 
of Aztiguity ; but to the publick, ſolemn 
Authorized Offices of your Church. And 
although you may ſay, the Church is 
not anſ{werable for the 7adiſcretion 
of Preachers , or the Figures of Poets , 
yet certainly ſhe is for all ſtanding and 
allowed Offices of Divine Worſhip. And 
this is that we charge you with , thar 
by this you make Religious Worſhip of 
the Creatures, a part of your conſtant and 
ſolemn worſhip. Even in the Maſſe it lelf, 
_ begin with confeſſion to God and to 
1s Creatures ( which Athanaſius account- 
ed ſo great an impiety, to joyz God and 
his Creature together in an Att of Worſhip ) 
and afterwards pray to them. And al- 
though in the plain Cazoz of the Maſſe 
you pretend there is ſcarce any, or but 
twice or thrice, a dire izvocation of 
the Saizts ; yet upon occaſional and anni- 
verſary Moſes, ſuch Invocation 1s very 
frequent , as in the Maſſes of the Feſt:- 
vals of the Bleſſed Virgin, which are ma- 
ny inthe year; the Maſſe for Women with 
Child ; the Maſſes of the Apoſtles , the 
Angel Michael and many Saints : which 
it were tedious torepeat. It would be 
endleſs to give an account how much, 
X 2 of 
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leave to the reader to judge of, as a Teſti- 
»ony of T. G.*s ſincerity, at the very 
fame time he charges Dr. Sr. for the 
ſame fault) they ſolicit his interceſſion, 
beſeechins him as the Champion of God , 
and calling upow him as one that received 
gifts when he pleaſed. 1 do not think this 
Superſtition of the People was to be excu- 
ied, which began moſt eariy to appear 
in the parts of Cappadocia and Pontws , 
andthe reaſon of it 1s not hard to give, 
from the turning the Heathen Feſtivals into 
Chriſtian Solemnities to the Martyrs, of 
which Gregory Nyſlen ſpeaks inthe Life 
of Gregory Thaumaturges , but however, 
this was not any ſolemn invocation of 
him , as a part of Religious Worſhip, but 
an occaſioaal and rare things, anddone up- 
on ſuppoſition, as if he had been alive 
and then preſent among them. And 
that the praQtice of theſe men who ſeem- 
e1 moit to make addreſſes to Saizrts in 
the fourth Ccxtury did differ from the i-- 
vocation of Saints in your Church, I ſhall 
make appear by theſe particulars. 

1. Invocation of Saints 1s made a ſo- 
temn part of Religions Worſhip in the 
Chard of Rome. For which, we do 
not run to ſome extravagant expreſſions 
ef your Preachers ; nor barcly to the Ave 
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Maries they uſe in their Pulpits, of which 
no ſingle inſtance can be produced out 
of Antiquity ; but tothe publick, ſolemn 
Authorized Offices of your Church. And 
although you may ſay, the Church is 
not an{werable for the 7ndi/cretion 
of Preachers , or the Figrres of Poets , 
yet certainly {he is for all ſtanding and 
allowed Offices of Divine Worſhip. And 
\ this is that we charge you with , that 
by this you make Re/:gi0us Worſhip of 
the Creatures, a part of your conſtant and 
ſolemn worſhip. Even inthe Maſſe it ſelf, 
ou begin with confefſion to God and to 
his Creatures ( which Athanaſius account- 
ed ſo great an impiety, to joyz God and 
his Creature together in an Att of Worſhip ) 
and afterwards pray to them. And al- 
though in the plain Caxoz of the Maſſe 
you pretend there is {carce any, or but 
twice or thrice, a direCt izvocation of 
the Sazzts ; yet upon occaſional and anni- 
wverſary Maſſes, ſuch [vocation 1s very 
frequent , as in the Maſſes of the Fe/#:- 
vals of the Bleſſed Virgin, which are ma- 
ny inthe year; the Maſſe for Women with 
Child ; the Maſſes of the Apoſtles , the 
Angel Michael and many Saints : which 
it were tedious to repeat, It would be 
endleſs to give an account how muc 
X 2 of 
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of your Breviaries, Houres, Litanies , 


and private Offices of Devotion 1s ſtuffed 
out with formal addrefles to Sazmts. If 
you but caſt your eye on any of the Ofi- 
ces of the B. Virgin, you cannot queſti- 
on the truth of this. Now I pray tell 
me, where you meet with any like this 


in Axtiquity ; you may pick up ſome 


flonriſhes of Orators or Poets in the fourth 


Century ; but what are theſe to the 


ftandins Offices of the Church ; which 


are the ſtandard of Divine Worſhip ? 
Name me any one Li#urzy of the 
Church, which is Authextick , that had 
the name of any Sazzt or Creature 1n 1t 
by way of Izvocation before the time 
of Petrizs Fallo, who is no Author to 


be gloried in. 


And of him indeed 


Nicephorus laith, that he firſt brought 
the Invocation of the Bleſſed Virgin ito 
the Prayers. of the Church. Before his 
time, the Fathers utterly deny there 


was any 


Tzvocation of Saints in the 


Prayers of the faithful, as Dr. St. hath 
evidently proved from St. Auguſtiz - 
and methinks T. G. ſhould have faid 
ſomething or other to it, and not think 
this poor ſingle Teſtimony of Gregory Nyſe 


ſca would overthrow all, 
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2. The Invocation of Saints in your 
Church is direct and format, not meerly by 
way of deſire to pray for them, but to be- 
ſtow bleſſings upon them. Of which Dr. S?. 
nath produced ſeveral late T»/tances in 
Books of Devotion now in ule here in 
Exeland ; to which many more might be 
added, if it were needful. And it is a 
wonder to me, that any man who hath 
looked into the Offices of the B. Virgiacan 
make the leaſt doubt of this. And con- 


ſidering the Tz#les given her in the Ro- 


74n Church, it were a diſparagement to 
her, not to pray direttly to her for bleſſings. 
For if ſhe be the Fonntain of Grace and 
Mercy, the Mother of Conſolation, the 
Safety of all that truſt in her, the Diſpexſer 
of Graces to whons ſhe pleaſes, the Queen of 
Heaven to whom all Power is committed , 
the Mediatrix between her Son and us ; as 
ſhe is ſtiled in the Rozza Church ; why 
may not men pray 4s direttly to her as to 
Chriſt himſelf? As long as theſe and ma- 
ny other T zfles are owned in their Praz- 
ers,intheir Sacred Hymns, in their Con 
mentators On Scripture, and not meerly in 
their Poers and Orators. Why doth 
T.G. go about to deceive the world in 
making it believe that all their Pvocatios 
3s only prayins to pray for them? Which : 
: 3 3 a 
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all that is pretended to be uſed in the 

Ancient Church : And Caſſander thinks they 

Caſſand. were rather wiſhes and deſires than prayers ; 
Ep, 15: Op. .for which he gives a very good reaſon, 
P HIOF* VIZ. that there was acondition expreſſed by 
them ; fuch as that of Greg. Nazzanzep 

in his Oration on his Siſter Gorgonia. If 

thou haſt any regard to our affairs, and if 

this be part of the reward of holy Souls to be 

enfible of things done below, receive this 


Office of Kindneſs from me. 


Which 


ſhews they had no copfidence or aſſurance 
that the Saizts in Heaven did underſtand 
0:r affairs, and therefore all expreſſions of 
this kind in them were rather ſhes than 
Prayers. Andeven Greg. Nyſſez in this 
Gree.Nyſſen Oration upon 7 heodore ſuppoles,that unl:ſs 


Orat. 1 


Theod. p, Pe came down from above where-ever he was, 
58 5- whether ta the A*thereal Region, or Celeſtial, 
or Angelical, and were attually preſent among 
them, he could not naderſtand the honours 
that were done him, nor the addreſſes they 
made to him. And when they did ex- 
preſs ſuch an uncertainty as this at the 
ſame time they made theſe Addreſſes to- 
wards the Coxcluſton of their Orations, at- 
ter the manner of Oratoars, it is plain 
they are to be underſtood rather for Rhe- 
roricel Wiſhes, than formal Invocations. 


Now letany man compare this doubrful- 
\ y 
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eſs of the Ancients, with the confidence 
expreſſed in the Church of Rowe, when 
they declare it to be de F:de that the Saints 
do hear them, (although the manner be 
not) and then judge whether their pra- 
Ctiſes can be of the ſame kind, 

3. The Invocation of Saints in your 
Church doth imply izward ſubmiſſion to 4 
Creature ; and therefore goes very much 
beyond the addyreſſes of the Ancients. 
There are three things which prove this 
Inward ſubmiſſion to a Creature 1n the 1z- 
vocation Of Saints. 1. Invard Devotion 
to them : 2. An acknowledged ſuperio- 
7i/tyover them : 2. An intention to give 
them Divine Worſhip. | 

I. Inward Devotion. For even mental 
Prayers to Saints are allowed by the Conr- 
cil of Treat, as Dr. St. told T.G., of 
which he takes no notice; and yet quar- 
rels with him for two other paſlages in 
the ſame place. Muſt we impute this 
to acaſual Undulation of the viſual rayes, 
as T.G. very finely expreſſeth it ? I am 
afraid, there was ſome other cauſe for it. 
For fince that Council allows zzternal 
prayers to Saints, it muſt not only cer- 
cainly ſuppoſe their knowledge of the 
heart, but a due ſubmiſſion of our ſouls to 


them ; which izward Prayer doth import. 
And 
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And therefore ſuppliciter 7nvocare tam 
voce quam mente, Which are the words of 
the Council of Trent ; doth not only im- 
ply formal Invocation, but internal ſub- 
miſſion ; both which do belong to /«p- 

2. An acknowledged Superiority over 
them : which appears by that Authority 
and Goverment which they attribute to 
them, with reſpect to particular places 
and: things. Whereby they make the 
Saints not bare TIzterceſſours, but T utelar 
Deities, and they 7vocate them as ſuch, 
T.G. faith, they do mot make them Au- 
thonrs of thoſe Bleſſings ; not Originally, 
and Independently ; but ſubordinately and 
Miziſterially they do. And it this be not 
Haolatry, no worſhip of the 77ferionr Dei- 
tres among the Heathers was lo. Lipfius 
was no Fool when he made the B. L:r- 
2ina Tutelar Deity ; and the Popes lurely 
underſtand their own Religion, when 
they Camonize particular Saints to be Pa- 
troxs of ſuch places: which may be ſeen 
in ſome of the lateſt Camonizations, As 
of S. Roſa, that admirable Saint of Per, 
and others. 

?. An 7atention to give Divine 
Horſhip to them. For > a elſe can 
be meant by that emment kind of ado- 
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zation Which Bellarmine laith, doth be- 
long to them ; that Divine worſhip , 
which ! Azorins ſaith, you give to the 
Saints ; and Serrarius laith, aany of 
the wiſeſt perſons among you ſay, that La- 
tria and Doulia proceed both from the ſame 
wertue of Religion ; that is, they are of 
the ſame kind. So that this is not meer- 
ly the Superſtition of the Yulear, but the 
Judgement of the wiſeſt among you, if Ser- 
rarius his Judgement may be taken. 1 


D. Forbes 
Conſid. me- 
dſt. & Pe 
Cif. þ. 293» 


will not diſſemble what B. Forbs ob- 


lerves, that ſome of the School-men do 
make the Invocation of Saints not to 'flow 
fromthe wertue of Religion, but another of 
their own making, called ſingularis obler- 
vantia, But this is only a zrick found 
out to avoid the zmputation of Tdolatry, 
which they thought would fall juſtly 
upon them, if they made the Worſhip to 
be of the /azze kind, although of a diffe- 
rent: degree : ſince nothing can be plainer 
in Antiquity, than that all zr«ly Religrous 
Worſhip belongs only to God and cannot 
be giyen to a Creature, without the guzlt 
of Idolatry, For even in the ſame Ape 
wherein Greg. Nyſſez lived, the Council 
of Laodicea declared the Invocation of An- 
gels to be Idolatry ; lo Theodoret expreſleth 
the ſezſe of that Conncil, who certainly 
under- 
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underſtood the meaning of it, Tis 'Ay4- 
nor megow3;%, are his words, which he 
makes to be all one with 7% *Ayyiacs orfer, 
So that praying to ther 1s that part of di- 
vine worſhip which was ned for 
1doatry, being givento Angels. 
7. 6. Cas | AR. P. T. G. faith, Art was a prattice 
97m of nominating Angels, which he faith, 
wot pgoe of 10 with p.. Fu of probability be under- 
ſtood of that worſhip, which the Holy Catho- 
lick Church gives to Holy Angels. 

P. D. Good Sir, his Reaſoz ; for tomy 
apprehenſion it comes as home to the 
practice of the Church of Rome as may be. 

R. P. (1.) Becauſe the Conncil ſpeaks of 
Such as excluded our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, ma- 
king private Aſſemblies : which words Dr, 
St. conveniently omitted. 

P. D. Didheſo? let us hear them at 
length. That Chriſtians onzht not to for- 
ſake the Church of God, and go aſide, to in- 
wvocate Angels ; or make anlavful Con- 
wenticles; If any one be found prattifing 
thrs ſecret Idolatry, let him be accurſed ; be- 
cauſe he hath forſaken our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Son of God, and betaken himfelf to Idq- 
latry. The Council ſpeaks this of a ſort 
of Chriſtians, who yet were guilty of [do- 
latry in prayizg to Angels 5 therefore pray- 
17 tO Angels 1s Idolatry.” 
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R. P. Yes, ſuch praying to Angels as 
Theodoret ſpeaks of, upon account that the 
Law was delivered by them, or that God be. 
ing inviſible and incomprehenſible cannot be 
approached but by the Angels. 

P. D. Will 7.G. ſtand to it, that this 
1s Hdolatry ? thenit muſt be 7dolatry in the 
zature of the thing, or by ſome poſitive 
Law ; if the latter, we ſee the Conn! of 
L aodicea accounts it equal Tdolatryamong 
Chriſtians as before : if the former, then 
praying tO a Creature 1s Idolatry in the 
Nature of the Thing : which is a very 
fair conceſſion, and I ſuppoſe the Church 
of Rome will con him no thanks for. 

R, P, But it is Idolatry on thoſe accounts 
1 mentioned. 
 P.D. On what I pray ? Becarſe the 
Law was delivered by them ? How 1s that 
poſſible on T. G.s principles, when they 
were only Gods Miziſters therein? and fo 
praying to Gods Miniſters 1n Heaven 1s Iao- 
latry ; how then will praying to Saizts 
eſcape ? 

R. P. But Theodoret adds, they brought 
us ſalvation thereby. 

P.D. Only Mzniſterially ; and this 
alters not the caſe. 

R. P. But ſuppoſe they thought acceſs to 


(God was only by them ? 
P,D. 
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P. D. What then ? that might prove 
them zo Chriſtians, but doth it prove 
them Jdolaters ? Suppole they were 
Jews ; mult they therefore needs be 14o- 
laters ? 

R. P. But T.G, faith, good Angels are 
20t to be worſhipped but in ſubordination to 
Chriſt the Head, nor their prayers to be de- 
fired as efficacious for us but through his 
merits. 

P.D. And what follows ? therefore 
leaving out Chriſt is Idolatry ? Doth T. G. 
talk at this rate; and hope to excuſe the 
Church of Rome from Idolatry ? For I 
{till ask, what it was, which made their 
Worſhip of Angels Idolatry ? Leaving out 
of Chriſt might make it Judaiſm or Hea- 
theniſm, but how comes it to be 1dola- 
try? 

R.P. IT think you will never be ſas 
tished. 

P, D. Not with ſuch anſwers, I aſſurg 
You. 

R. P. Baronins ſaith, Theodoret was 
miſtaken; and that this Canon us to be un 
aderſtood of” Heathen Idolatry ; and that the 
Oratories of Michael which Theodoret 
faith, were built by thoſe Idolaters, were I 
crith built by very good Catholicks. 

P. D. This is plain dealing : and Ba 
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ronius ſaw well enough, there was no 
way to juſtihe the Church of Rome, but 
by condemning T heodoret : but I leave 
it to any mans conſideration, . whether 
T heodoret, whole diſtance was not great, 
either in Age or Place, did not better 
underſtand the meaning of this Council ; 
and the practiſes of thoſe times and pla- 
ces, than Baronins ; and whether his 
judgement be not rather to be taken, 
than that of a man, who turns every 
ſtone to avoid a difficulty, which he ſaw 
could no otherwiſe be an{wered. 

R. P. (2.) How can this be the mean- 
ing of the Council of Laodicea, when it de- 
clares for the honouring, and celebrating the 
Feaſt-days of the Martyrs ? 

P.D. Doth T.G. call this a ſecond 
Reaſon ? Where lyes the conſequence ? 
The Conncil of Laodicea, was for honour- 
ing the Feaſt-dayes of the Martyrs, there- 
fore the praying to Angels is not condemned 
by it for Idolatry. As though there were 
no way of celebrating their Feſtivals, but 
by praying to Saints and Angels, When 
T.G. proves that meeting at their Memo- 
ries on their Anniverſary dayes, and praiſ- 
7ng God for them, and rehearſing their Acts, 
was no keeping their Feſt;vals without 
praying to them ; he will do ſomething = 
wards 
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wards making this look like a Reaſon. 
In the mean time, let the Reader conſi- 
der whether prayize to Saints was pra- 
Qtiſed by Greg. Nyſſez, when praying to 
Angels about the ſame time by the Council 
of Liodicea is condemned tor Tdolatry. 
But this is not all which I have to ſay ; 
for if Gregory Nyſſex's prattice doth ex- 
cuſe the modern Invocation of Saints from 
Idolatry, 1 deſire to know whether it was 
ſingular in him, or the /exſe of the Church 
ofthat Age ? | 

R. P. No doubt 7.G. brings it for 
an inſtance of the ſexſe of the Church : 
for it were to no great purpole to pro- 
| ducea ſingular opinion Or pradtice of one 
' man condemned by the reſt of the 
| Church. 

P. D. Then I ask, whether offering up 
ones ſelf, or offering up a cake to a Saint, 
be the greater Idolatry ? 

R. P. A mans ſelf certainly. 

P.D. Donotthey who devote them- 
ſelves to a partzerar Sarnt, chooling her 
for their perpetual Patroneſs, wvowing 
themſelves to be her /aves, ofter up them- 
ſelvesto her ? | 

R. P. What would you have ? 

P. D. Twill tell you, Epiphanins who 
lived in the ſame A4ze with Greg. Nyſſen, 
CON- 
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condemns thoſe for ravk Tdolatry, who 
offered up Cakes to the B. Virgin ; and do 
you think he would have excuſed thoſe 
who offered up themſelves and their devo- 
tions to her ? And at the ſame time he 


condemns the worſhip both of Saints and Pience, 


Anzels ; in the places produced by Dr. : 


St. What anſwer hath T. G. made to 
this ? 

R. P. T donot remember he takes no- 
tice of it. 

P. D. 7. G. would make an excellent 
Commentator ; for he knows how to 
p_ over a hard place, as well as any I 
1ave met with. But ſtill I have one 

ueſtion more. Whether Greg. Nyſſez 
id argue well againſt the Ariazs or 
not ? 

R. P. Why ſhould you queſtian 
that ? | 

P. D. Do you think he ſpake con- 
ſiſtently to himſelf ? Or, if not, 1s his 
opinion to be taken-from a Pazxegyrical 
Oration, or a ſtrict Diſpute ? 

R. P. A ftrict diſpute ; for then men 
_— every word, and the conſequence 

of it. 

P. D. Greg. Nyſſen goes upon this 
principle, 7o gzve Divine Worſhip to a 
Creature is Iaolatry : but the Artans in 

Wor - 
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vine Worſhip to a Creature : therefore, 

>z, To make good the particulars of 
this charge, we muſt conſider what 
Oreg., Nyſſer makes to be the parts of 
Divine Worſhip ; and if I can prove, 
that Greg. NVyſſez doth make prayer to be 
ſuch a part of Divize Worſhip, then by 
neceſſary confequence he makes praying 
to a Creature to be Idolatry. Now it 1s 
very well known that Gree. Nyſſez in 
ſeveral places makes prayer with ſupplr- 
cation to be peculiar to God ; therefore he 
calls it z coxverſing with God ; arequeſt of 
good things with ſupplication unto God. 
In which he agrees with the reſt of the 
Fathtrs, who made Religions Invocation 
peculiar to God. Sed tamen tu ſolus Do- 
mine invocandns es, faith S. Ambroſe. Ido 
net” pray -to any beſides thy ſelf ; laith E- 
phreem Syrus 1n the Officium Diurnum of 
the Maronites, We call zot on the name 
of this man or that man, ſaith S: Chryſ6- 
ſome, but on the name of the Lord, This 
is an hononr, he ſaith, God hath reſerved 
to himſelf, to call upon him, and will not give 
it to Angels or Arch-angels ; as he elle- 
where ſpeaks. Unto God alone do we 
pray, faith the Greek Catena on the fifth 
Pſalm. To whom ſhall I call bat unto e's 

; alt 
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faith S. Auguſtine, This is the beſt ſacri- aug. tor 
fice we can offer unto God, lay Clemens of ys ny -Þ 
Alexandria and Tertullian, It were eaſie | _ "oo 
to produce. many more Teſtimonies to Titi. 4> 
this pu if theſe be not ſufficient to *%* © 3? 
prove, that in Greg. Nyſſ-zs Age, as well 
as before, Prayer was looked on as a pe- 
cular part of Divine Worſhip. 
R. P. To what purpoſe ? fince no bo- 
dy denyes, that prayer as it 15 4 means to 
obtain bl fſinos from God as the Author of” 
them is peculiar to God: 
P. D. This Anſwer doth not take oF 
the force of the argument. For prayer 
may be conſidered two wayes. 1. AS 4 
Mearns to obtain - ble//inzs. 2. As a fo- 
| lemn part of Divine Worſhip. Now if 
; they reſerved prayer to God, onthe latter 
| account, then it follows, that whatever 
. Invocation doth take of from the peculia- 
rity of this part of ext:rnal worſhip , 18 
againſt the deſign of the Fathers. $0 
Origen argues that Invocation and Adora- 02: l. 6 
tion do imply each other. Trivocare nomen_7,,; . (. 
Domini & adorare Deum unum atque 
idem eſt, To invocate .God and to adore 
him is all one ; from whence he proves 
that thoſe who invocate Chriſt do adore him. 
And where the Church of S mMyrmna declares 
in her Epi/#/e about = Martyrdom of Po- 


Lycarp 
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lycarp, that they dtd not worſhip any other 
bxt Chriſt, the old Latin Tranſlation ren- 
ders it, neque alter! cuquam precem orati- 
onis impendere, And Theodoret makes 
praying to Angels, and the worſhipping of 
them the ſame thing. So that prayer was 
looked on as A part of adoration ; there- 
fore whoſoever gives the external worſhi 
of prayer to another beſides God, dot 
giveto a Creature that which belongs to 
God. 

R. P. IT know not what you mean, 1 
pray explain your ſelt more. 

P. D. Is not God worſhipped ſolemnly 
by us, when we joyn togerher in prayer 
to him ? 

RP. Mk - 

P. D. Is not this external worſhip, that 
which the Fathers mean, by the adoration 
that 1s implyed 18 prayer ? 

R. P. Suppoſe it be. 

P.D. Wherein Iyes this exterxal wor- 
ſhip ? Ts it not that we meet together and 
joyninaGts of Devotion to teltifie our ac- 
Knowledgement of Gods Soveraigaty and 
dependence upon him ? 

R. P. Whatthen ? 

P. D. Then whoſoever do uſe the 
ſame external A#s of Worſhip to a Crea- 
ture, do apply that to a Creature _— 

9906 
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the Fathers did ſuppole to belong only to 
God ; as1f men {xeel and pray to Saints in 
the ſame place, at the ſame time, with 
the ſame Ceremonies of Devotion they 
uſe to God himſelf, they take of the pecs- 
larity of this worſhip to God, and make 
it common to his Creatures. 

R. R. This only reaches to the exter- 
zal- Afts, but the intention and deſion of 
the worſhippers with us make the difte- 
ronoe. - 

P. D. Ido not now meddle with your 
intention and deſign ; but T am purſuing 
the force of the argument uſed by the 
Fathers. To make this yet more pla 
toyou. The Fathers ule the argument 
of external adoration againſt the Ariars ; 
for ſay they, Peter forbad Cornelius to Defence; 
worſhip him, and the Angel S. John ; from @:155+ 
whence they infer that God oply ought to 
be worſhipped, and therefore giving exter- 
nal adoration to Chriſt, ſuppoſing him to be 
a Creature, i Idolatry. Is this argument 
good, or not ? 

R. P. Let me conſider a little : [rt ww 
good then, but it is wot wow ; for T. G. 
laith, zt is in the Churches power to deter- 
ine the ſignification of exteriour ſigns. 

P. D. An admirable anſwer ! which 
Makes the arguments of the Fathers in 
Y 9 truth 
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tfath to have no force at all. For the 
Arians might ſay, the external atts of 
adoration did not ſionifie the ſame with 
them, which they did with Catho/icks, for 
they only ſignified an izferiour and rela- 
tive worſhip, when applyed to. the Sor ; 
and Sovera:on and abſolute worſhip, when 
given to the Father. So that if there be 
any force in what the Fathers did argue 
againſt the Arias, it will make the - 
feriour and relative worſhip of a Creature 
to be Jaolatry ; notwithſtanding Greg. 
Nyſſezs Oration upon T heodore. 

R. P. I am like T.G. who hates 4 
great Book upon one ſubjett ; lo do I a 
long diſcourfe upon one argument : me- 
thinks Gree. Nyſſez hath taken up a 
great deal of our time, and I have ſome- 
thing more yet to fay to you, before we 

art. 
: P. D. I pray let me hear it, and I 
ſuppoſe it will admit of a quicker 
diſpatch. 

R. P. It is uponthe ſame head of the 
Dottors fidelity in quoting Authors, and it 
concerns tlie paſſage in Arnobins, in 
which T. G. charged him with cogging 
z the word Divinity in the ſingular number 
inſlead of” adorable Deities in the Plural ; 
and Dr, SF, anfwers with + mag” 

tnat 
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that he tranſlated theſe words »:h:/ 4- 
minis ineſſe ſimulachris, which he faith 
are but two lines above the words T. G. 
charges him with, 

P. D. And how I pray doth T. G. 
clear himſelf? for in my mind he is 
moſt concerned to vindicate himſelf. 

R. P. He doth it very well ; for he 
denyes not thoſe words to be there which 
Dr. St. tranſlated, but he faith, he ought 
ot to have tranſlated the words of Arno- 
bius to the Heathens, but the words of the 
Heathens to Arnobius, ſince his deſizz was 
to prove the Heathens did not worſhip the 
Images themſelves for Gods. ©S 

P. D. A pitiful ſhift! 7. G. charged 
Dr. Sr. with copging in the word Divinity 
in the ſingular number ; Dr. St. ſhews, 
it was ſo uſed but two lines before thoſe 
words which T. G. cites, and thoſe were 
the words he tranſlated. Now faith 
T. G. thoſe were the words of Arnobius 
to the Heather : what then ? doth he not 
confute them in ſomething which the 
held ; it he proves, »/hil numinis ineſf 
ſimulachris, muſt not they hold aliquid 
#uminis, &Cc. 1o that it comes all to one. 
But to put this out of all doubt, if T. G. 
had looked a little farther, he might have 
found theſe very words of the Heathers, 
Y 3 - Ihind 
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F1b.1.6. Illud etiam dicere ſimulachrorum aſſe ertores 


p. 208, 


ſolent ; ſurely theſe are the Heathens ; 
non igroraſſe antiquos nihil habere numinis 
ſiena. What doth T. G. think now ? 
Had he not better look more about him, 
before he makes ſuch rude and imperti- 
nent clamours about Dr. $:.”*s infinceri- 
ty 1n quoting Authors ? Of whic þ you 
may judge by this one Inſtance, where 
himſelf 1s ſo notoriouſly faulty, and yet 
from hence he concludes what 4 ſad ac- 
count of Citations we are like to have from 
him, 

R. P. What ſay you to Dr. S:.”s 0b- 
f{ rvations of the Conxeil of Trent about 
the N/ozſhip of Images? 

P. D. Have you ever been a hunting 
of Squirrels ? 

R. P. Why do you ask me ſuch an 
1mpertinent queſtion ? 

P. D. Not {0 impertinent as you 
think : for the Squrrre.”s /eapinz from 
borah ro poxeh, forwards and backwards, 
45 juſt like 7. G.*s anſwer to Dr. Ss. 's 
Book. For he makes nothing of leaping 
a hundred or two hundred pages for- 
wards and backwards as the humorr 
takes him. However, let us hear what 


he hath to ſay to thoſe o/ervations. For 
I remember very well, what the deſign 
Ot 
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of them was; 0:2. that though the wor- Defence, 
ſhip of Latria was owned before it by 91+ 
many Dzv1zes to be given to Images, and 
that were againſt the decree of the Council 

of Nice ; yetthe Council of Trent allows 

all external a&ts of adoration of Images, 
gives no intimation againſt this kind of 
Worſhip ; and ſince it, many of the moſt 
eminent Divizes of your Church have ju- 
ſtified the giving Latria to Imazes, and 
that from the words of this Council. 

| R. P. But T. G. laith, thoſe very Di- Dial. ps 

- wines do not mean by Latria proper Divine *'* 

| Worſhip, which is due to God and terminated 

upon him ; but that the Aft being in their 

opinion one in ſubſtance to the Prototype and 

the Images, it is terminated abſolutely upon 

the Perſon of Chriſt for himſclf, and falls 
upon the Image after an inferiour manner, 

as 4 thing only relating to him, and purely for 

his ſake : for which reaſon, ſome call it re- 
lative Latria ; others, ſecundary ; others, 

| improper ; others, Analogical ; others, per 

: accidens ; and the diſpute in effett is rather 

: de modo loquendi, thaz of the thing it 

OO oftfþ 

P. D. To clear this matter, we muſt 

c conſider, (1.) That the Council of Nice 

; doth deny Latriato be given to an Imaze. 

( 2.) That the Divires of the Roman 

Y 4 Chwch 
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Church do ſay that the praice of the 
Church cannot- be detended in the Wor- 
(hip of the Croſs, without giving La- 
tra to It. TY That the Conxcil of 
{rent, when juit occaſion was given, de- 
clares nothing againſt this ; for although 
it referrs to the Council of Nice, yet when 
it gives the r7ea/2z of worſhip, it dothit in 
ſuch terms, that -many of your Divires 
ſay,mult infer the worſbrp of Latria to be 
given tothem. | 

R. P. What if it doth, ſaith T. G. 
{ince, it is only a diſpute about words, and 
all anree that the wor{hip proper to God, ſig- 
aifi-d primarily by the word Latriz, is not tq 
be gtven to Images? ; 

P, D. That mult be a little better con- 
ſidered. For do you think it 1s poTible 

to give the worſh/p proper to God to an 
[:2:97, or net! It it be not, why did the 
Col of Nice declare againſt it ; if it be, 

tell me in what 4s that 1/0rjhip of La- 
trix doth ccnfit ? 

R. P, Itis when m2n give proper d{- 
vine hinmr ton F409. 

P, P. Wnt 1s this proper divine ho. 
7Yr ? for you are not one {tep forwarder 
by this anſwer. I ſee I muſt come to parti- 
culars. Were the Gzofticks and ancient 

Hc-re!ezs to blame in their Worſhip of 


7 


[zza3cs, or not ? | R. F. 
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R, P. No doubt they were; for they 
ſtrand condemned by the Church for that 
worſhip they gave to Images. 
P. D. Wherein did their fault lye ? 
R.P. In giving Divine Honour and 
Worſhip to the Image. 
P. D. Did not they worſhip the Image 
of Chriſt ? 
R. P. And what then ? 
P. D. Then their fault lay in giving 
divine Worſhip to the Image of Chriſt ? 
R. P. Yes, proper div ine Worſhip. 
P.D. What was that proper divine 
worſhip ? was it abſolute, or relative ? 
R. P, Abſolute. 
P. D. Then it was giving divine wor- 
ſhip to an Image of Chriſt, without reſpe&t 
fo Chriſt ; which is either 20»-/exſe, ora 
contradiftion. Is it poſſible to give divine 
wr! oy to an Image of a perſon, without 
reſpect to the perſon? Men may worſhip 
a piece of Wood, or a Stone, without re- 
ſpe to a perſon ; but to worſhip that 
which repreſents, and oz that account, be- 
cauſe it repreſents, without any reſped to 
what it repreſents, .is a contradiction ; 
therefore the worſhip of an I»age as ſuch 
1s a relative worſhip; and proper Latria 
as given to an Image is relative Latria. 
R. P. But men may give abſolute di- 
Vine 
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vine worſhip to an Image ; for may not a 
man joyn 1n his mind the I-age and per- 

ſen repreſented as one object of Worjhip, 
and ſo give proper a;/vine worſhip to both 
conſidered as one ? 

P. 2. Ithank you for that : For ſo I 
find ſome of your Dzvies have deter- 

Defence, Mined that in this ſenſe ab/olute and proper 

2 516-1 divine worſhip may be given to the Croſs. 

54s, And Dr. $:. produced ſeveral of th 

». 637 nd Dr, $*. produced ſeveral of them, 
who contended for an abſolute Latria to 
be due to Images : fuch as Ludovicus a Pa- 
ramo, Paulns Maria Quarti, Gamacheus a. 
late Profeſſour of D:ivinityin the Sorbor ; 


By at —_— Naa din.» in - 


and others. 
R. P. Burt T. G. faith, they only differ 
zx modo loquendi. 


P. D. I think rather in »2odo cole, 

For are not abſolute and relative worſhip | 

| two aiſtintt kinds ? how elſe comes the | 
| giving abſolute worſhip to be Idolatry, and 
| not 'the giving, re/ative ? And if giving 
abſolute worſhip be 1dolatry, all in your 

Churchare guilty of it, who worſhip the 

Image and thing repreſented as oz object, 

If it be not, then there can be none to an 

Image as ſuch. 6 

R, P. Yes ; if they offer ſacrifice to © 

Imazes, as the Grofticks did, : 


4 
| 
P.D, | 
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EE. 
P.D. S. Auguſtin and T heodoret ſay ; 
they adored Images, and offered Incenſe to 
them. © And is not the very ſame praQti- 
ſein your Charch ? If this were Idolarry 
in them, why not in you ? Unleſs your 
Church hath power to change the Nature 
of 1dolatry : which is all one with chang- 
ing the nature of Yertnes and Vices. 
- R.P. But they ſacrificed to Images as the 
Heathens did. 

P. D. True ; for the burning Incenſe 
before Images was thought to be /acrifi- 
cing to them, being joyned with adoratzo7. 
And the Chriſtians choſe rather to dye, 
than to joyn in that a& of worſhip to- 
wards the Images of the Emperonrs : 


whence Dr. $2. obſerved, that burning Defence, 
of Incenſe towards Images was the ſame ?: 373: 


tryal of C _—_— thar eating of Swines 
fleſh was of the Jews. I pray tell me, 
was there any harm in this or not ? ſup- 
poſing the Chriſtians looked on the Empes 
rours as Gods Vicegerents, and the Images 
only as repreſenting them ? 

R. P. I fee what you aim at ; you 
would have me condemn the primitive 
Chriſtians or our ſelves: according to the 
fenſe of the Churchat that time, it was 
unlawful, but according to the Jexſe of 
our Chrarch now, it is favwful to do the 
lame 
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fame things out of honour to the mazes 
of Chriſt, or his Saints. 

P. D. That is, your Church is innocent, 
if your Church may be judge, But I 
now diſpute upon your own principles 
of relative worſhip, whether thoſe As 
might not have bgen done to the Empe- 
rours Images, which had ſaved the lives of 
fomany Martyrs ? 

R, P. No ; for the Emperonrs then ex- 
aQed to be worſhipped as Goas, z. e. with 
divine worſhip. | 

 ÞP.D. Was that Divine Worſhip ſ«- 
preme or not ? z.e, did they take the Em- 
peronurs for ſupreme Deities ? | 

R,P, No ; but they gave them he 
Worſhip of the ſupreme Deity. 

P. D. Then the giving this Worſhip 
was thought I1do/atry, though mens con- 
ceptions were. right as to their being 
Creatures. 

R. P. But what 1s this to the worſhip 
of Images ? A 

P. D. Was it not lawful to give the 
ſame worſhip to the Images of the Empe- 
rours as to the Emperonrs themſelves ? 
Might not they look on the Emperoars as 
Gods Vicegerents, and fo give them rela- 
tive Latria on that account ; and then 
look on their Images as repreſenting _—_ 

anc 
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and ſo give a ſecundary, improper, Analo= 
gical relative Latriato their Images ? and 
by this means the Heathers and the Chri- 
ſtians had only diftered i» modo loquendi ; 
but the Chriſtians had ſaved their lives by 
the bargain. | 

R. P: Butour diſpute is of the [ages 
of Chriſt, and not of Heathen Empe- 
YOUrS. 

P. D. I only ſhew the abſurd conſe- 
—_ of this doQtrine, and how incon- 
ſtent it is with the principles of primi- 
tive Chriſtianity. Burt I return to the 
diſtinQtions of your Dives about La- 
tria being given to Images. You all 
agree T. G. faith, that the worſhip proper 
to God ts not to be given to Images. Is not 
Latria the Worſhip proper to God ? 

R. P. Yes : proper Latria is; but not 
zmproper and relative. 

P. D. Is there any worſhip ſo proper 
to God, that it cannot be ingroper?y and 
#elatively giveritoan Image * 

R. P. What do you mean ? for I do 
not. underſtand you. 

P. D. Rather, you will not. I ask 
you, whether there be any ſuch a# of ' 
worſhip 10 proper to God; that you may 

not in reſpec? to God, do that to his 
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Tmaze ; or in reſpe&t to Chri/t, do' that to 
the Croſs ? 

R.P. Although there may be none 
ſuch, yet the Church doth not uſe all as 
'of worſhip to the Image, which it doth to 
God. 

P. D. I not ask what you do ; but 
what upon your prizcrples you may do. 
And ſuppoſe a man doth that At which 
your Church allows not, is he guilty of 
Idolatry or bare diſobedience 10 doing it t 
an Image * og 

R. Þ. Of Idolatry. 

P.D. Then there are ſuch external 
atts of worſhip 10 proper to God himlelf, 
that the doing them to an Image for his 
fake is Tdolatry, As to ſacrifice to an 
Tmage tor the ſakeof Chriſt is Idolatry. Is 
it not ? 

R. P. Yes. 

P. D. Is the ?mproper and relative ſas 
crificing to an Dnage Iaolatry? _ 

R. P. You askan untoward queſtion, 
For I ſee what you drivear. | 

P. D. Anſwer medire&ly. Is it, os 
15 tt not ? 

R.P. Ithink itis. | 

 P.D. Then it follows, that this di- 
finQion of proper and improper, bes 


| 
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and relative Latria - ſignifies nothing. 
For if the As of Worſhip are proper to 
God, no relative or improper uſe of them 
can excuſe from Jdolatry ; if they are 
not proper, then it 1s no Latria. 

R. P. Imuitthink again of this mat- 
ter. Foras you repreſent it, this can ne- 
ver excule us. 

P. D. I wonder ſo many ſubtle men 
ſhould ever think it would. But I will 
not thus give it over. When the Coun- 
c:l of Nice did forbid Latria being given 
toan Image, did they mean to an Image, 
asa piece of Wood, or Stone; or to an 
Image, as an Image ? 

R.P. As ax Image. Forthey did for- 
bid giving Latria to that which they 
waar a but they worſhipped it as ar 
Image, tor the ſake of the Prototype. 

P. D. Your reaſon is unan{werable. 
Therefore Iſay, they did forbid all re- 
lative Latriaof an Image, call it by what 
name ſoever you pleaſe. For the Wor 
ſhip of an Image as ſuch muſt be rela- 
tive worſhip. Therefore all thoſe who 
contend for relative Latria are con- 
demned by the Council .of Nice. Be- 
fides, I would fain know of theſe Gen- 
'tlemen, whether their 5»proper and re- 
lative Latria,be Latria or Teferiour wor- 


ſhip ? 
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ſhip? one or other it muſt be; and it 19 
a contraditionto ſay Latria is inferior 
worſhip ; for that is to ſay, It 1s Latria, 
and it is not. If it be then 7rwe La- 
tria, I ask whether the Image 4s an Imaze 
be God or a Creature ; 1f it be a Crea- 
fare, as no doubt it 1s, then true Latria 
is given to a Creature; which according 
to 7.G. muſt be Tdolatry, Again; E1- 
ther it is the ſame 4& of Latria which 
15 termimted on the Per/oz of Chriſt ab- 
ſolutely, and on the Croſs relatively ; or 
it 1s a different Ad, If the ſame att ; 
then there is a double worſhip, and but 
one Ac# ; for there is an abſolute worſhip 
of the per/oz of Chriſt, and a relative wor- 
ſhip of the Image ; and let it be relative, 
or what it will, it is a real 4 of worſhip ; 
and ſo there muſt be two As, and yet 
It is but one Act. For is the Image or 
Croſs worſhipped, or not ? If it be wor- 
ſhipped, there muſt be an a# of worſhip 
terminated On it ; and how can there be 
an aFof worſhip terminated upon it, if 
the ſame a& paſſeth from the Image to 
the Prototype ? Theſe are unintelligible 
{ubtleties, and only invented to confound 


mens underſtandings, as to the true arid ®: 


diſtin&t notion of Divine Worſhip ; and * 


to blind their minds in the pratice of [do- 
latry 
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fatry. Farther, if this be a difference 
only de modo loquendi, as T. G. ſaith, then 
the very ſame at# may be proper and in- 
proper , abſolute and relative, per ſe and 
per accidens. For lo T. G. ſaith, that it is 
one AiF in ſubſtance ; but it is abſolute as 
terminated on the perſon of Chriſt, relative 
as oz the Crofi ; proper in one ſenſe, im- 
proper in the other ; per ſe in the former 
lenle, per accidens in the later. Which 
Catharinus thou ght tobe no leſs than r:- 
diculous. Laſtly, there is nothing in the 
world, but may be worſhipped with La- 
 tria by the help of theſe diſtinQtions. For 
a Drvine preſence in the creatures is really 
a far better ground of worſhip, tlian a 
| bare fidtion of the mind, that the Image 
and the-thing repreſented are all one. 
But of this we have diſcourled already. 
R. P. To tell you plainly my mind, 
I never liked this giving Latria_ to Ina- 
ges my elf; but it being a common do- 
Qrine in our Church, we ought: to ſay 
as much for it as we can ; but I am on- 
ly for an inferiour worſhip to be given to 
them, and {0 is T. G. if I do not much 
miſtake his meaning. | | 
P. D. Let us then conſider this znfe- 
riour worſhip , as diſtin& from ' Latri ; 
and concerning this I you prove, that 
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it neither anfwers the reaſons given by 
Councils ; nor the prafticeof the Roman 
Charth. 

( 1. ) Not the reaſons given by the 
Conneils of. Nice and Trext. For which 
1 defire but theſe two poſtulata, 1. That 
Images are to have true and proper wor- 
ſhip given to them ; which is expreſſely 
determined by thoſe Councils. 2. That 
the Reaſos of this Worſhip is nothing in- 
herent in the Imape, but ſomething repre- 
ſented by it. Which is affirmed by choke 
Corncils. ' From: hence I argue thus. 

To worſhip Chriſt only before an 
Image is not to give proper wor(bip to the 
1rage, which the Conntls require to be 
given. Therefore ether the Þnage 1s to 
be worſhipped for it fetf, which were 14o- 
latry by your own confeſſion ; or Chrift 
i5robe worſhipped in and by the Image. 

' R. P.. Chriſt is to be worſhipped in an 
” Þ-D; Tien you give Chrif che 

P.D. Then you give Chri/t the wor- 
ſhip dre to him, _ \F ? 4 Pons 

-R. P. The worſhip aue to him. 

P. D. But the Wrſbip dae to Chrift 1s 


proper Latria ; therefore you mult pive 
proper Latia to Chriſt as worſhipped tn an 
by the rage f | 


- R. P, 
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 R: Þ; True; but we give it to the 
Image 4 Chriſt otherwiſe than to his Per< 
ſon ; for we worſhip him abſolutely, 
and the Image refpetrvely arid for his 
ake. =, 
/ P. D. That is it which I would have; 
that there is no worſhipping an [age on 
the account of ag rey , but you 
muſt fall into the doctrine of relative 
Latria. on 

R. P. But may not I ſhew reſpect 
to the Croff for Chriſts ſake, without gi- 
ving the fame bevy tothe Croſs, that 
do to Chriſt ? 

P. D. That is not the queſtion; bur; 
whether you may worſhip Chriſt in and 
by the Croff repreſenting bus Perſ5n, with- 
out giving that worſhip which belongs to 
the perſon of Chriſt ? For either you 
worſhip the Croff tor ix ſelf, which you 
confeſs to be 1dolatry ; or you worſhip 
Chriſt as repreſented by it : if you wor- 
ſhip Chriſt, you muſt give him the wor- 
{hip which belongs to him, and that can 
be no other than Latria, Which not 
enly appears by the do#7rine but by the. 
pradtice of your Church in the worſoip of 
the Croff. Which I prove by the ſecond 
particular, vIz. | 
( 2.) Isferiour worſhip doth not come 

L 3. up 
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up to the pradfice of your Church, be- 
cauſe your Church in praying to the Croſ 
ſpeaks to it, as if it were Chriſt him- 
if. O Crux ave, ſþes unica , &C. as 
Aquinas obſerves and many other of 
your Divines, who never own any Pro- 
ſopopzia ; but do fay , that the Croff is 
truly worſhipped with that worſhip which | 
belongs to the perſon of Chriſt, on the ac- 
count of repreſentation. And can you 
imagine ſo many of your moſt emi- 
nent Dzivines would have put them- | 
ſelves to ſo much difficulty in defend- | 
ing a Relative Latria, if they could have 
defended the pradice of your Church 
without it ? But they ſaw plainly the | 
Church did own ſuch a worſhip to the | 
Croſs; and when occaſion was offered, | 
did declare it,as in the place cited out of | 

pef.p, the Pontifical by Dr. Sr. , which it | 

640. would never have done, if it had not | 
been agreeable to its ſenſe. 

R. P. But this 1s but one ſingle paſſage, 
and-will you condemn a whole Church 
jor that ? 

« P. D. Not, if the ſenſeof the Church 

were otherwiſe fully expreſſed againſt 

- it ; but here we have ſhewed that paſ- 

ſage to be very agreeable to the reaſon 

- of -worf2ip given by your Connels ; and 
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to the ſolemn pratice of your Church in 
adoration of the Croff ; and therefore that 
paſſage ought to be looked on as a more 
explicite declaration of the ſenſe of the 
Church. For, let me ask you, if the 
Church of Rome had been againſt Latria 
being given to the Crofi;, whether 1n a 
book of ſuch publick and conſtant »/e 
as the Pontifical is, it ſhould be left ſtand- 
ing, whenthe Book-meraders are {o buſic 
in your Church , that ſcarce an [dex 
of a Father can eſcape them ; nor ſuch 
ſentences as ſeem to thwart their pre- 
ſent doQtrine. Of which take this In- 
ftance, You remember what ſtir T. G. 
made about Gregory Nyſſex's oration Up- 
on Theodore ; now the ſame perſon diſ- 
puting againſt the 4r:a7s, ſaith, that no 
created thing i to be worſhipped by men ; 
this ſentence Antonins in his Meliſſa had 
put down thus, that we are only to wor- 
ſhip that being which s uncreated. This 
Book happened to come under the Spa- 
wiſh Index of Cardinal Quirage ; do you 
think he would ſuffer it to tand as 
it did? No, I afſure you, Deleatuy 
diftio folummodo , faith he ; ſatis pro 
imperio. Away with this Oxly, Why 
ſo? wasitnot in the Author? No mat- 
cer for that, It is againſt the pradtice 
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of the Church ; out with it. More ſuch 
inſtances might be produced : but I ap- 
peal to your ſelf, whether after ſuch 
care hath been taken to review the Pox- 
tifical by Clement 8. and the publiſhing 
of it with ſo much Authoriry, ſuch a pal- 
ſage would have been ſuffered to re- 
main, if it had been any wayes repug- 
nant to the ſenſe of the Church ? 
 R.P. But T. G. faith, the Terms of 
Communion with the Church are not the 
Opinions of her School-Divines , bat the 
Decrees of her Conncils. 


P. D. And what then? Did Dr. Sz. 


meddle with the School-Divines any 


otherwiſe than as they explained the 
fenſe of Conmuls, or the pratice of the 
Church ? And what helps more proper 
to underſtand theſe, - than. the Do&rime 
of your moſt learned Divimes ? 7. G. 
will have one Mr. Thorndike to ſpeak the 
ſenſe of the Church of England , againſt 
the current 'Doarine of the reſt , as 
Dr. $:. hath proved; yet he will not 
allow fo many Divizes of greatelt Note 
and. Authority to explain the ſexfe of 
the Church of Rome ? Is this equal deaE 

ng | 
R.P. T.G. faith, That for his life 
be cannot underſtand any more the Tdola- 
| jr y 
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trypof worſbipping an Image, than the Trea- 
fon of bowing to a Chair of State, or the 
Adultery of a Wives kiffins her Husbands 
Piiture ; and that the ſame ſubtilties may 
be uſed againſt theſe, as againſt the other ; 
and therefore notwithſtanding the diſputes 
of School-Divines, honeſt nature informed 
with Chriſtian Principles wil: be ſecurity 
enough againſt the prattice of Idolatry in 
honourine the Image of Chriſt for his 
ſake; | | | 

P, D. What is the matter with T. G, 
that for his life he can underſtand theſe 
things no better, afterall the pains which 
hath been taken about him ? Hath not 
the difference of. theſe caſes been laid 
open before him ? Do not your own 
Writers confeſs , that in ſome caſes an 
Image may become an 1dol, by having Di- 
vine Worſhip given to it ? Is this then 
the ſame caſe with « Wives k:/tng her 
Hushands Pifture ? Doth not this ex- 
cuſe the Grofticks worſhip of the Image 
of Chrijt, as well as yours? If there may 
be Tdolatry in the worſhip of an Image, 
we are then to conſider, whether your 
worſhip be not Tdolatry ? Eſpecially, fince 
both parties charge each other with 1[4o- 
fatry ; thoſe who will have it to be La- 
ria, and thoſe who will not. And TI 
Z 4 
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do not ſee what honeſt nature can doun 
this caſe, however aſſiſted, unleſs it can 
make the worſhip of Images to be net- 
ther one nor the other. I ſee T. G. 
would fain make it to be no more than 
bare honour of an Image for the ſake of 
Chriſt ; but this doth not come up to 
the Decrees of Councils, the general [eſe 
of Divines, and the conſtant prattice of 
your Church ; If ever qr was given 
to Images you give it, by uſing all 4s 
of Adoration towards them. 

R. P. But ſuppoſe the Kjng had made 
an Order, that due honour and reſpeit 
ſhould be given to the Chair of State , 


ought not that to be obferved, notwith- . 


ftanding the diſputes which might ariſe 
about the nature of the At? 

P. D: To anſwer this, we muſt ſup- 
pole'a Command from God that we muſt 
worſhip an Imaze of Chriſt, as we do his 
Perſon ; but here it is juſt contrary. 
The Reafox of the ſecond Command be- 
ing owned by the Chriſtian Church to 
hold” againſt the worſhip of Images now 
as well as under the = But thoſe 


in the Church of Rome who do charge 
each other with 7do/atry, without ſup- 
poling any ſuch command, do proceed 
upon the zatzre of the Worſhip ; _ 
mu 
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muſt either be Dz:vize orſoip which 
one party faith is 1dolatry, being the 
fame whichis given to God ; or an infe- 
riour Religious Worſhip, which the other 
party faith muſt be 1do/atry, being an 
expreſſion of our ſubmiſſion to an inani- 
mate thing. And for my life I cannot 
ſre what anſwer T7. G, makes to this. 

R, P. T.G. faith, the Rules of the 
Church are to be obſerved in this caſe 
as the Rules of the Court about the Chair 
of State. 

P. D. What ! are the Rutes of the 
Church to be obſerved abſolutely, whe- 
ther againſt the Law of God or not ? 
Which is as much as to ſay at Court, 
that the Orders of the Greex-cloth are to 
he obſerved, againſt his Majeſties plea- 
ſare. But not to inſiſt on that ; I fay 
in this caſe the Rules of the Church help 
nothing ; for they who do follow the 
Rates of the Church muſt do one, or 
the other of theſe ; and whichſoever 
they do, they are charged with [dolatry. 
” And therefore Dr. S:. had great reaſon 
' - to ſay ; Where thereis no neceſſity of 
= doing the thing, the beſt way to avoid 
— is tO give no. worſhip to Images 
27 Alt, 
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R. P. Whot will become of the Rules 
of the Church, faith T. G. if men may be 
permitted to break them for ſuch Capri- 
ches as theſe are ? | 

P. D. Are you in earneſt? Doth T. G. 
call theſe Capriches ? Idolatry is account- 
ed both by Fathers and Schoolmen a crime 
of the higheſt nature; and when I am 
told I muſt commit it one way or other, 
by your Divines, if I give worſhip to 
Images, 1s this only a Capriche ? 

R. P. Will not the ſame reaſon hold 
againſt bowing to the Altar ; bowing being 


an att of worſhip appropriated to God ? 


P. D. Will the ſame reaſon hold 
againſt bowing out of Reverence to Al- 
mighty God? which I have told you 
again and again, 1s all our Chrrch allows 
in that which you call, bowing 70 the 
Altar. 1 ſee you are very hard put ta 
it, to bring in this ſingle Izſtaxce, up- 
on every turn, againſt the plain ſenſe 
and declaration of our Church. Tt this 
be all T. G. upon fo long conlideration 
hath to ſay in this matter, it is not | 
hard to judge, who hath much the bet- | 
ter Cauſe. 

R. P. I pray hold from tr:umphing 2 
while ; for there is a freſh charge be- 
hind, wherein you will repent, that 
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ever you undertook to defend Dr. S-. , 
it is concerning the juſt parallel he 
hath made between the Heathen and Ro- 
miſh Idolatry. 

P. D. IT ſeeno cauſeto repent hither- 
to. And I hope I ſhall find as little 
when I cometo that. 


THE 


Fourth Conference; 


About the. Parallel between the Hea- 
then and Romiſh Idolatry. 


R.P. AVE you conſidered 
what T. G. faith, con- 
cerning the parallel be- 


tween the Heathen and 
Romiſh Tdolatry, and doth not your 
heart fail you, as to the defence of 
Dr. St. which you promiſed to under- 
take ? 

P. D. No truly. The more I have 
conſidered it, the leſsI fear it. 

R. P. What think you of thenotion 
of Idolatry he chargeth on T.G.? viz. 
that it ts the giving the Soveraign gf 
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ſhip of God to a Creature , and among the 
Heathens to the Devil, as if the Idolatry 
of the' Heathens conſiſted vuly in worjhip- 
ping the Devil ; whereas "it appears from 
the words Dy. St, cites out of he , that 
he charged ths Heathens with © Idolatry in 
worſhipping their Images for Gods, and the 
Creatures for Gods ; although withal they 
worſhipped evil Spitits, and T. G. con- 
tends, that their Supream God was an 
Arch-Devul,; - Rs 3 rt; | 
P. D. 1s this ſuch a difficulty to be 
ſet in the Front ? I ſuppoſe it is only to 
ty whether:T will tumble at the thre- 
ſhold. If the Sapreme God whom the 
Heathens worſhipped was an Arch-de- 
v1, as T.G. faith, then without all que- 
ſTtioa they \gave their moſt Soveraig;s 
worſhip tothe Devi), And when he pleads 
1o earneltly, that all the Gods of the 
 Heathtems were Devils, under whatſoe- 
Ver Bame:' or title they worſhipped 


them; whas'inury can 7; G. think it 


46 his Hypathbefis to lay, that the Hea- 
then Idolatry did conſiſt in giving Sove- 
yaign' worſpip to the Dew! ? Belides 
Dr. $:.'5:wards do not; iniply, that ac- 
:cordang t0-T. 6G. the Heathens did not 
give Sower aigy boſs £0, other things, 
but. that they did &t. eminently to "op 
Devit ; 
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Devil; which muſt needs follow, if 
the Supreme God among them was no 
other than an Arch-Dewil ; as T.G. then 
aſſerted , and now endeavours more at 
large to'prove. 

R. P. Therefore waving this, I come 
to the main point; whether the Heather 
Jupiter were the true God, or an Arch- 
Dewvil ? 

P. D. You are juſt like the Author 
of a late Scurrilous Pamphlet called Fu. 
piter , Dr. St.'s Supreme God, &c. who 
would fain reduce the whole Queſtion 
of 1dolatry to this ſingle point, without 
confidering either the occaſion of this 
Queſtion, or the main — uſed 
by Dr. Sz., or the very ſcope and de- 
ſign of his Diſcourſe : But he is fo piti- 
ful a trifler, that he deſerves no notice 
at all, That we may proceed more 
clearly in this Debate, we ought firſt 
to attend to the principal Queſtion ; 
which was , whether Jdolatry be con- 
ſiſtent with the acknowledgement of 
one Supreme Being ? And the reaſon 
of this Queſtion was, becauſe thoſe who 
did plead the molt plauſibly in. excuſing 
your Church from 1dolatry, went upon 
this principle, that ſuppoſing men pre- 
ſerved in their minds the notion of one 
Supreme 
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Supreme Being , it is impoſſible they 
ſhould give to a creature that honour 
which was due to God alone. To over- 


, throw this Dr. S7. undertook to ſhew, 
| thatthis principle would equally excuſe 


the Heathen Idolatry, ſince both thean- 
cient and modern Heathens did own one 
Supreme God. Andif this be granted him, 
it matters not to the main deſign of his 
Diſcourſe whether it were Jupiter or not. 
And it is a wonder to me, ſincethe man 
inT.G.'s Dialogues who argues againft 


Dr. S:. profeſſes himſelf a D/c:ple of : 


Mr. Thorndike, he ſhould never take no- 
tice of this principle, nor once go about 


to defend it. But ſince T. G. acknow- | 


ledges that the Heathens had a notion of | : 


one Supreme Being ingraffed in their minds 


by nature ; the point then in debate is, on | 


what account they were charged with 
1aolatry ; and whether that will not reach 
to the prattices of the Roman Church, 5. e. 
whether their 7do/atry lay in worſhipping 
the Creature and x0t the Creator ; or in 
giving Divine Worſhip though of 4diffe- 
rent degrees tothe Creature and the Crea- 
tor ? And herelies the main ſtrength of 
this controveſie; and ſuppoſing Dr. Sr. 
were miſtaken as to the ſenſe of the Fa- 
thers, about Frpiter ; yet if the true no- 

tion 
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tion of 7dolatry beproved toconſiſt in gi 
ving the ſame Divine Worſhip toGod and - 
his Creatures,his parallel will be ſufficient 
to make good the charge of 1dolatry 
againſt the Church of Rome. Yet, ſince - 
T7. G. ſeemsto lay ſomuch weight upon 
the Fathers ſexſe concerning Jupiter, I 
am content to examine them together 
with you; but in the firſt place let us 
conſider, what the Scripture faith to this 
point ; for as I remember Dr. Sz. began 
with that, then he proceeded to your 
own Writers, andat laſt brought in the 
Teſtimonies of Fathers, and I fee no rea- 
ſon we ſhould gooff from this method. 

R. P. Since you will have it ſo, I will 
begin with. the Scripture; and Dr. Sz. 
pretends to prove Jupiter to be the S$u- 
preme God from thoſe words As 17. 
Whom ye ignorantly worſhip, him T declare 
unto you, . 

P. D. Conſider, I pray, the queſtion 
between Dr. S:. and T7. G., viz. whe- 
ther it were the zrue God, or an Arch-de- 
vil : and Dr; St. argues in theſe words. 
< Did St. Paz mean the Devi! when he 
&« faid, whom you ignorantly worſhip, him 
*] declare unto you? Did he in good 
« earneſt go abroad to preach the Devil 
«to the world? Yet he preached him 
Aa .. * whont 


EE mmm momma _ 


(354) 
@whom they ignorantly worſtupped; 
What faith 7. x" this ; ppec | 
R. P. From this very Inſcription, To 
the nuzknown Gad,, he notably proves, z# 
could not be under ſtood of Jupiter who was 
4 :known God ; and St. Paut could not be 


ſaid to come to preach their Jupiter to the 


Athenians, whe he expreſly tells them, he 
came to declare to them a God whom they d:d 
mar know. | 
 Þ.D. TothisI anſwer, that the 4rhe 
zians had ſo confounded the notion of the 
ſupreme God, with that of the Poetical Tu- 
p#ter, and the Peoples fancies were ſo 
ſtained and polluted with.thoſe vulgar 
tepreſentations of Jove which they 
tearnt from the Poets and: Paizrers,. thet 
the Apoſtle rather choſe to preach the 
true God to them. from the inſcription to 
the unkrown God, than from any Altars 
that were inſcribed Jovs Opt. Max. Be- 
cauſe the People would have imagined, 
if St. Paul had made choice of any uſual 
inſcription toa Deity worſhippedin com- 
.mon with the reft, that he muſt in:conſe- 
quence allow the ature and kind of their 
Worſhip. For they joyned' Jupiter and 
the reſt of their Gods together , the 
Bady of their Morſhip conſiſting of an ac- 
.knowledgment of one as Supreme,viz.Ju- 
| piter, 
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Jter, ahd of, the reſt as worſhipped tods- 
Fer with wk ; and fo their LT 2 
ing a complex thing, it was mote agreea- 
ble to the Apoſtles deſign, which was to 
deftroy their 1ol/atry, not to make ule of 
that notion of God which was corrupted 
by their 1do/atries, but to take advantdpe 
from the I7ſiription to the unknown God, 
fo to declare his Nature, as to cohfute 
their Idotatrous Worſhip, as he doth in 
the following verſes. Jupiter therefore 
as he was the Head of the Heathen Wor- 
fhip, and as heftood in conjunttion with 
their other Dezties, was 4 known God 
_— them, and ſolemnly worſhip- 
ped by the Athenians ; but as by Jove 
was underſtood the Eternal Mind as 
the oly proper oobjett of Divine Worſhip, 
and therefore onght not to be worſhip- 
ped with mens hands, norto be joyned 
with his' Creatures, fo he was an «n- 
town God, For they had no other know- 
ledge of a Supreme God, than as of one 
who admitted others into a participation 
of the ſame Worſhip with himſelf. And 
there were thefe two things which made 
thoſe Geztiles difown = God of the 
Jews, who agreed with them tn the ac- 
knowiedgement of oe Szp7eme God who 
made the world, (r.) That he would be 
Aa 2 WOr- 
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worſhi ed by no Images Or repreſentat:- 
ons of felt, (2.) That he ky ad- 
mit no 7zferiour beings to have any ſhare 
in Divine Worſhip , but all ſuch were 
accounted Idolaters by the Jewiſh Laws, 
who according to the Eaſtern Cuſtoms 
worſhipped any other as Medzators, or i- 
feriour Deities. From hence the Hea- 
thens accoutited the God:of the Jews an 
unknown and nnſociable Deity ; there be- 
ing no repreſentations made of him ; nor 
any others to be joyned in worſhip with 
him: therefore D:oz Cafſizs calls him 
"Appurey x; «#9, a God who conld neither be 
deſcribed nor repreſented. It we believe 
Georgins Syncellns, this Altar and Inſvipti- 
078 7 the Unknown God, was, but lately 
ſet up at Athens. whence St. Paul might 
have the greater reaſon to take notice of 
it, and from thence to declare how un- 
ſuitable their Worſhip was to the true 
God. And therefore St. Pax! when he 
1uppoſles the True God to be the unkuown 
God among them, ſpeaks not in reſpe& 
of Tis Eternal Being, tor even T. G. con- 
teſleth he Heathens had the notion of one 
Supreme God ingrafted in their minds by 
natire ; but in reſpeCt of his way of Wor- 
ſhip, without Images or Inferiour Deities. 
For fo he purſues his diſcourſe, by argu- 
Ing 
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ing from his perfedF1ons againſt that way: 
® 


Worſhip which was in uſe amon 
them. Whereas , if he had ſuppoſe 
them wholly ignorant of oe Supreme 
God, his frlt and moſt neceſſary work 
had been to have proved there was ſuch 
a oxe ; but this he ſuppoſes as a thing 
well enough known in Gezera! by them; 
but not worſhipped by them as he ought 


to be. God that made the world and all. 


things therein, ſeeins that he is Lord of 
Heaven and Earth, dwelleth not in Temples 
made with hands ; nor is worſhipped with 
mens hands, &c. If St. Paul had ſuppo- 
{ed them 1gnorant of a Supreme God, 
ought he not firſt to have proved that 
there was a God who made the world, &C. 
But ſince there was no diſpute about 
that , he ſhews the inconeruity of their 
way of Worſhip to the. Perfettions of his 
Nature. St. Auguſtin proves from this 
place, Whom ye ienorantly worſhip, him 1 
declare unto you ;, that the True God was 
zruly though ignorantly worſhipped by the 
Athenians. For, ſaith he, what did SF. 
Paul preach to them, but that the ſame 


God whom they ignorantly and unprofitably 


worſhipped out of the Church, they ſhould 
worſhip wiſely and ſavinzly in the Church ? 
Oxe God, faith he, 75 wor(hipped ignor aptly 
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without the Church, and yet he 'is the ſame 


God : as it is the ſane faith which is with- 
out charity out of the Church ; for it u one 
God and one Faith, and one Cathalick Church; 
Non in qui foli unus Deus colitur, ſed 
in qui ſoli4 Unus Deus pie colitur. Not 
in which alone One God ts worſhipped ; but 
7n which alone One God ts piouſly worſhipped. 
The fault then of the Athenians lay in 
their manner of the Worſhip of the 7rze 
God, and- not in the total neglect of it, or 
in VIorPE an Arch-devil inſtead of 
Um. 

R. P. 7. G. dath not deny that they 
had ſome confuſed notion of a ſupreme God, 
but he faith, that he whois they worſhipped 
under the notion of TJapiter was an Arch- 
aevil, 
 P.D. It appears by S. Auſtin, that 
they worſhipped the /ame God, while 
they were Heathens and whed they be- 
came Chriſtians, but after a different man- 
mer, And as to Jupiter, Dr. St. ob- 
ſerves, that S. Paul quotes the ſaying of 
Aratus, For we are his Off-ſpring ; which 
words are ſpoken of Jupiter by the Poet, 
and applyed to the 7 rue God by the A4po- 
fe ; and ſurely he did not mean that we 
are the Devils Off-{pring ; but from thence 
he 1nfers, that we are the Of*/pring of 
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God : 1o that if S. Paul may be credited 
rather than T. G. their Jupiter was {> 
fr from being the Arch-devil, that he 
was the true God, bleſſed for evermore. © 

R. P. Tothis T. G. anſwers, that it rs 
220 wonder a Heathen Poet ſhould apply the 
attributes of the true God to Jupiter ; and 


the name of Jupiter to the true God, as be- 


ing the name of that Deity which was ſu- 
preme among them ; but S. Paul takes the 
Poets words by way of Abſtrattion from Tu- 
piter, and applyes them to the true God ; 
leaving out all mention of TJapiter, ' and 
chaneing his name ; which he would not 
have done if their Tupiter was the true God. 

P. D. I pray tell me onething; did 
S. Pa/only intend to fill up his diſcourſe 
with the exd of a Perſe, as ſome Writers 
do, with One tulit punitum, &c. or did 
he intend it by way of argument to con- 
vince the Athenians ? 

R. P, S. Paul ſurely did not affet 
Peaantry, and therefore 1t muſt be argn- 
mentative. 

P. D. If thatbe granted, conſider the 
force of the argument in T.G. *s ſenſe 
of S. Pauls words. For in him we live 
and move and have our Being ; as 
gertain alſo of your own Poets have ſa, 
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For we are alfo his Off-ſpring. For as much 
then as we are the Off-ſpring of God, &«c. 
S. Paul proves that we have our life, mo- 
tion, and ſubſiſtence from God, from the 
"words of Aratus ; For we are his Off- 


ſpring : Either Aratns did ſpeak of the 


ſame God whom S. Pant ſpeaks of, or not ? 
if not, wherelyes the force of the argu- 
ment ? if he did, then S. Paul allows A4- 
ratus his Jupiter to be the Supreme God. 
Whoſoever reads the Verſes in Aratus 
cannot imagine he ſhould mean any 
elſe ; and the Greek Scholiaft there Haith, 
by Jupiter he meant the God that made the 
World. And Dr. $:. produced the Te- 
ſtimony of Ariſtobulus the Jewiſh Philo- 
ſopher, to the ſame purpoſe, viz. that un- 
der the name of Fove, his deſign was to ex- 


. 


. preſs the true God. 


R.P. T. G. doth not deny that Aratus 
might apply the name of Jupiter to the true 
God, and the attributes Wa the true God to 
Jupiter : but, he ſaith, it doth not foton 
that $. Paul, becanſe he cited him, thought 


their Jupiter to be the true God. 


P.D. Suppoſe then S. Paul was of 
7.6.'s mind, and that their Jupiter was 
an Arch-devil ; and ſee what admirable 
realoning he gttributes to S. Paul. We 
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have all our dependence upon God, as 
certain of your own Poets have faid, 
ſpeaking of him who was really az Arch- 
devil ; For we are his Off-(pring. If an 
Athenian had asked S. Pau/, whoſe Off- 
{ſpring doth Aratus ſay we are ? Gods or 
the Devils? If Jove meant by Aratus was 
no other than an Arch-devil, how doth 
this prove us to have our dependence on 
God for life and' motion ? If he were 
the 7rue God, then I grant it follows ; 
and the Jupiter meant by Aratus mult 
be the ſupreme God. If Aratus doth give the 
name of Jupiter to the 7rue God, then he 
that was meant under that name was the 
true God ; and S. Paul bringing this ſen- 
tence to prove a main point of Divenity 
mult allow him that gras called by the 
name of Jupiter to have been the true 
God, And if T.G. doth yield that the 
Poet did apply the name of Jupiter to 
the #rne God, he gives up the cauſe, for 
chat 1s all which Dr. Sr. contends for : 
and ſurely it is not poſſible for T.G. to 
imagine the zre God andan Arch-devil to 
be the ſame. . And ſuppoſing that Dr. 


St, had ſuch a faculty as he mentions, of 730% 


changing the Devil himſelf into God ; it 
{zems much more deſirable, than that of 
T.Gs 
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T.G. of changing the rue God unto ag 
Arch-devil. 

R. P. But doth not S. Paul ſay, that: the 
Heathens offered to Devils and not to God ; 
and will you make S. Paul to contraditt hine- 


ff ? 


P. D. S. Paul doth not there ſpeak 
of their intention and defign ; for they 
profeſſed to worſhip the true God, and 
good ſpirits as inferiour Deities ; but 
what their worſhip was in Gods account ; 
which being ſo abominably corrupted 
with Idolatry and Syperſtition, was lo far 
from being pleaſing ta God, that it could 
be hn to none but impure ſpirits, 
From whence you may do well to ob- 
lerve, that Worſhip is not terminated ac+ 
cording to the iagention. of the perſons, 
but according ta the zatrre and deſizz of 
the Worſhip ; For the Heathens, when 
they were urged, did ſtifly maintain, 7hat 


the ſpirits they worſhipped, were good 772 


themſelves and kmd to ns, and utterly de- 
nyed that they worſhipped any other, as 
Dr. St. hath ſhewed ; but notwithſtand+ 
ing this S. Pal doth charge them with 
the worſhippins of Devils and not of God. 
And the main argument the Fathers had 
to provethem to be evi? fpirits was be- 
cauſe 


(363) 
cauſe they received ſuch worſhip from 
men, which good Spirits would never 
have done. This obſervation 1s of ne- 
ceſlary ule for underſtanding both Scr-- 
Ptureand Fathers, when they charge the 
Heathen Idolaters with worſhipping De- 
vils and not God ; as will appear by our 
following diſcourſe. This place doth 
not therefore prove that the Geptiles did 
not intend to worſhip the true God under 
the title of Jupiter O. M. but that Ido- 
latrous worſhip doth not tend to the hv- 
zour of God, but to the ſervice of the 
Dewil. 

R.P. Do net you remember, when at 
Lyſtra the Prieſt of Jupiter would have 
offered Sacrifice to S. Paul 2s Mercury , 
and to Barnabas as Jove, i whoſe ſhapes 
they ſuppoſed thoſe Gods to have appeared, 
S. Paul zot only forbad them to do it, but 
cold them their deſizn was to convert them 
from thoſe vain things to the living God : 
and can you now think that S. Paul meant 
Jupiter by this 1;ving God, when he taught 
them to convert themſelves from thoſe vain 
things ( their falſe Gods ) to the living 
Goa, 1. e. to Jupiter ? Was this his way 
to perſwage the men of Lyſtra to leave the 


worſhip of their Gods, to tell them that he 


came to teach them to worſhip Jupiter * 
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P. D. Is there no difference betweert 
theſe two Queſtions ; whether the z:-«e 
God might not be worſhipped among the 
Heathens under the title of Jupiter O. M. ? 
and whether Jupiter of Creet as worſhip- 
pet by them was not a falſe God ? This 
ater Dr. $:. never denyed ; and the for- 
mer was all he pleaded for, as pertinent 
to his purpoſe. When they did make 
fucha deſcription of himas to his Power, 
and Goodneſs, as could not agree to ſuch 
a wretch as the Cretan Jupiter was de- 
{cribed by the Poets ; when they rejeted 
the Poetical Fables, and declared as plain- 
ly asmen could do, that they underſtood 
the ſupreme Governour of the World ; as 
Dr. Sr. hath at large ſhewed ; the que- 
ſtion is, whether under the name of Jove 
they meant the 77ue God or not ? But 
doth. he ever ſo much as intimate that 
Fupiter of Creet was not a falſe God? or 
that S. Paul and the Apoſtles did not go 
about to convert mankind from the va- 
zities of Idol-worſhip inthe ſacrifices they 
made to this Jupiter and Mercury, as well 
as any other of their inferiour Deities ? 
To make this matter more clear, which 
concerns the worſhip of Jupiter among 
the Heathens ; we are to obſerve, 
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1. That the name was more ancient 
in Greece for an objeft of Divine Wor- 
ſhip rhan Jwpiter of Creet. If this can 
be made out, then although this name 
might be applyed to a particular per- 
ſon, (asit was uſual inthe Eaſtern parts 
to call their Princes by the name of their 


Gods ). yet originally it belonged to the 


Deity, and conſequently might {till be 
pk deribured to fim ge” under 
that name they might well underſtand 
the Supreme God. For the proof of 
this, I make uſe of an obſervation of 
Pauſanias, and of others from him ; viz. 
that Cecrops was the firſt who called the ſu- 


' preme God Sis or Jove ; Enſcbius hath it 


Zive; hic primus omnium Jovem appellavit, 
faith Iſdore, It is well known that Ce- 
crops came out of Egypr, from whence 
Herodotus obſerves the Gxeeks took the 
names of their Gods ; Cecrops hved inthe 
time of Moſes, and before the flood of 
Demcalion laith Varro : it happened in his 
time, ſay Ernſcbins and S. Hierome, in 
which great _ of Theſſaly and Greece 
were overwhelmed. But Jupiter of 
Creet, by whom Exropa the daughter of 
Azgenor was taken, was the fifth in 
deſcent from Dexcalion, according to D:- 
odorns, being the fon of Teftamns, the _ 
O 
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of Dorus, the ſon of Helten, the ſon of 
Dencalion. His proper natne, Diodorus 
ſaith, was A/terins, whom Enſcbius fol- 
lows : S. Augaſtizcalls him Zanthus, and 
Strabo, Zathas ; whole ſon Ton carryed 
the Colonies of Greets into the twelve 
Cities of Aſia, from him called 1074. 
From hence it appears that the name of 
Jupiter did not properly belong to him 
of Creer, but was aſſumed by him, when 
he affefted divixe honours, 
2. This Jupiter of Creet did obtairt D#- 
vixe honour under that name among the 
rude and barbarous Greeks, And this 
was the great diſcovery made by Euhes 
»ierus, from the inſcription in the Tem- 
ple of Jupiter Triphylius in Greece : from 
whence it appeared, that this K/zg of 
Creet was a very buſie and aftive Prince, 
having great command both at Sea and 
Land, and was very ſuccefsful in redu- 
cing the barbarous people under Laws 
and Government, and in mary uſeful in- 
ventions for the benefit of humane Lite * 
which made the people after his death 
in Creet, beſtow the greateſt Divine ho- 
nours upon him, and worſhip film un- 
der the moſt ſacred name. For it had 
been a cuſtome long before among the 
Greeks to Derfie the moſt nſeful men ; as 
| Aux 


7» 
S. 4uzuſlne obſerves of Phegous the Bro- 
ther of Phoroneus ; of Apis King of the 
Argives who dyed in Eey t ; of Areas 
who had a Temple and Sacrifices allot- 
ted to him ; of Phorbas, Jaſus, Sthenelus, 
who were all Princes among the old 
Greeks. And therefore it was no won- 
der fuch people ſhould give Divine Wor- 
ſhip to this. Prince, who had brought 
them into fo much order in compartfon 
of what they were in before. From 
hence we find him not only: worſhipped 
m Creet, where he had ſeveral titles 
from the places where his Templesſtood, 
as Idens, Dictens, Avrbins, Aſius, Temillias 
and Scylh;ns, &c, but in Greece, as Ithome- 
tes, Atabyrins, Triphylins, Olympins, Citha- 
ronins, &c. and whereever the Colonies 
of Greeks in Aſia were, as at Farſus, 
.S. PauPs own Countrey; and he was 
called Sardeſſins, from a City of Lycia, 
Chryfoſoreus from a place in Caria, Ta- 
rantens from a City in Bithynia, Doliche- 
us from a City in Comagene, Abretanns 
from a place in Myſca, and: Asbamens from 
a Fountain in Cappadocia. Is this now 
any ſuch mighty argument to prove that 
Jupiter could not be taken for the fu- 
preme God, becauſe in Lyſfra a City of 
Lycaonia S. Paul and Barnabas refuled the 
| worſhip 
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worſhip the people would have given fo 
them, as to Jupiter and Mercury * Among 
the Grecian Colonies, what wonder 1s it, 
if the Grecian Jupiter was worſhipped ? 
and who ever ſaid, that he was not a 
falſe God ? But, after all this, ſuppoſe 
they did mean the great and original J«- 
piter, the maker of the world, had not 
S. Paul and Barnabas reaſon to turn them 
from the waxities of their worſhip, when 
they found them ſo ready to give divine 
honours to two men whom they fancied 
to appear in the likeneſs of their Gods, b 
doing, a ſudden and unexpeQed miracle * 
And if it were lawful, by the light of 
nature to give divine worſhip of an infe- 
riour degree to mankind, what made the 
Apoſtles ſo concerned to rum 1m among 
them, and to rent their clothes, and to cry 
out, We are men of like paſſions with you. 
Therefore all that ſtrain of- T. G.'s Rhe- 
torick whereby he endeavours to return 
Dr. $*.”s arguments upon himſelf from 
this place, hath no manner of ſtrength or 
pungency in it. | 

But what faith T. G. to Dr. S:.'s other 
argument from Scripture, v/z.that S. Payl 
tothe Romans doth gr which is known 
of” God was manifeſt among the Heathens ; 
that his Eternal Power ana Godhead were {o 


far 
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far diſcovered that. they were left without 
excuſe in their groſs Iaolatry ? How could 
this be, it their ſupreme God whom they 
worſhipped were only an Arch-dewil ? 
Or doth 7. 6G. ſuppoſe, that they did. 
own one tr4e God, but gave all their wor-. 
ſhip tothe Devi/ ? And ſince the name 
of Jupiter was uſed to expreſs alwayes 
the chief God whom they did own, and-: 
by ſuch charaCters as could only agree to 
the true God, is it any wayes likely they 
ſhould never intend to worſhip him un-. 
der that name ?-When Dr.” Sz. hath 


ſhewed from Do Chriſoſtom, that by Fu-; Defence, 


piter they meant the firſt and greateſt God, 
the ſupreme Governour of the World, and 
King over all rational beings. 

R. P. IT do not find 7. G. takes any 
notice of the other argument from Scr- 
pture, but he applyes himſeli to the Fa- 
thers. | | 

P. D. But what faith he to the Te- 
ftimonies Dr. St. produced of the Wr:- 
ters of. his own Church, a full Fury of 


them, who frankly acknowledge that the Petence 
Heathens did own and Worſhip one ſu- «. 24. 


preme God ? 
R. P. I ſuppoſe he thought none of 
the reſt worth anſwering ; but he finds 
Bb great 
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oreit fault with the teſtimony out of 
AQUINAS, : 

P. D. This is a rare way of an{wer- 
ing. Dr. $:.” produced twelve ſeveral 
Authors of good reputation, 7. G. takes 
no notice of eleven of them, and becauſe 
he makes ſome cavils at the twelfth, he 
would have this paſs for an anſwer to 
them all, 

R. P, But the Dr. loſeth his credit ſo 
much in that, that we need not to exa- 
mine the reſt, 

P. D. Why fo? Ir is poſiible a man 
through hafte or inadvertency, or as 
7. 6G. expreſleth it, through a caſual un- 
aulation of the viſual rays, may tor once 
miſtake ; but doth it follow, that he 
muſt do\it for twelve times together? | 
But I haye not yet found any cauſe for | 
theſe clamoyrs; and I ſuppoſe there may 
be as little as\ to this Teſtimony : I pray 
tell me whereltyes it ? 

R. P. T. G: makesa great many words 
about it, bub zh ſhort of the charge is 
this, that what \Aquinas ſpoke of ſome 
of the Philoſophers, viz. the Plato- 
nicks, who acknomfedged one ſupreme God, 
from mhom they ſaid, all thofe others whom 
they called Gods, dis recetve their being * 

ERR, Dr.&. 
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Ts. | 
Dr. St. interprets as ſpoken of the Genera* 
lity of the Heathens, who are there ſaid to 
acknowledge a multitude of Gods properly ſo 
called; 

P. D. I know not whether to expreſs 
greater ſhame or indignation at this diſin- 
genuous dealing, There needs no other 
anſwer, but to ſet down Aquinas his 
words, and to leave the Reader to con- 
ſtrue them. Hac autem veritate repel- 
luntur Gentiles Deorum multttudinem con- 
fitentes, quamvis plures eorum unum Deum, 


fummun eſſe diceremt, 2 quo ones alios 
oy Deos nominabant, creatos eſſe aſſere- 


azt, &c. Canany thing be plainer from 
theſe words, than that thoſe Gerr/les are 
refuted who held a multitude of inde- 
pendent Deities, although the greater 
number of them ( of whom? is it not of 


the Heathens he ſpake of before ? and 


where 1s there one word of P/atoni/#s or 
Philoſophers 1n the whole ſentence? ) 
do acknowledge one ſupreme God, of whom 
all others whom they called Gods did re- 
cetve their being, What can be more. 


evident from theſe words, than that al-. 


though ſome among the Heathens might 
hold a multitude of independent Dei- 
ties, yet the greater number did not ? 
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The ſingle queſtion here 1s, whether 

lures Gentilium, doth ſignifie the greater 

number of Gertiles, or the ſmall number 

of Platoniſts, whoare not once mentio- 

ned ? But beſides this, Dr. S:. produces 

another Teſtimony our of the ſame Book 

of Aquinas, where he makes three ſeve- 

ral /chemes of the Heathen Worſhip, viz. 
(1.) Of thoſe who held one Firſt prin- 

. ciple, but thought Divine Worſhip 
might be given to inferiour Beings. 

(2 5 Of thoſe who ſuppoſed God to , 

the ſoul of the world. (3.) Of thoſe 

who! worſhipped animated Images. If 
the other had been the general opinion 
of the Heathen, he would have ranked it 
in the firſt place ; viz. of thoſe who gave 
Divine Worſhip to many independent 

Deities, but he doth not ſo much as men- 
tion it, where it had been very proper to 
do it. And it is plain from this Teſti- 
mony of Agqninas, that it is Idolatry to 

give Divine Worſhip to any Creatures, 
although of never ſo great excellency. 

R. P. Letus come to the Fathers I be- 
ſeech you, for my fingers itch to be at 
them ; for I ſee T. G. hath taken more 
than ordinary pains to prove, that the 
Fathers make the Heathens ſupreme God to 
be 
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be an Arch-devit ; but it is neceſſary in 
the firſt place to ſtate the ps” Fx 
TY 

P. D. I think ſotoo. | 
_ R.P. T.G. hathtaken ſome pains to 
do it, to prevent miſunderſtanding. For 
he takes notice of four ſeveral queſtions 
which may relate to this matter. 


E | d] D:zal. þ. 


Whether the Heathens did not acknow- 3 


ledge one Supreme God ? which he yields, 
and produces ſeveral Teſtimonies of the Fa- 


thers to that purpoſe. (2.) Whether the 1-312:9% 


Heathens did not pretend that they under- 
ſtood this Supreme God by Jupiter, ad ac- 
cordingly gave him the titles due to the Su- 
preme God? This T.G. denies wot, to be 
fully proved by Dr. St. , but he faith all 
theſe Teſtimonies are impertinent. ( 3.) 
Whether the Fathers do not acknowledge 
that this was pretended by the Heathens ? 


f-316,00, 


Thus T. G. accounts impertinent too : For, p. 318 


laith he, they might cite ſome ſayings of 
the Heathen to that purpoſe, and yet be of 4 
contrary judgement themſelves, But the 
point in debate between the Dr. and T.G. 
2s this, ( 4. ) Whether it were the Fathers 


own ſenſe that Jupiter was the Supreme 

God ? 
P. D. IT pray tell me for what end 
were the Fathers appealed to in this 
Bb 3 


diſpute 
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diſpute about the nature of Idelatry ? 
Was it not to prove 1dolatry conſiſtent 


with the acknowledoement of one Su- 


preme God? For doth not Dr. S:. pro- 
poſe ſeveral ways for tlie proof of this 
concerning the Heathens, either the 
Teſtimony of the Heathens. themſelves ; 
or of the Writers of the Roman Church, 
or of the Scriptures, or of thoſe Fathers 
who diſputed againſt their 1do/atry, or 


' of the Roman Church it ſelf ? Therefore 


the Fathers were appealed to as Mitneſ- 
ſes concerning this main point ; and if 
It appear from them thats it was 1do/a- 
zry in the Heathens to own a Supreme 
Deity and to give Divine Worſhip to any 
created Being, then the notion of 1do/a- 


try will reach to the Roman Churchn. 


But 7. G. endeavours to get oft frgm 
the cloſe debate of this, which was the 
moſt pertinent of all, and would /fain 
ſubſtirute another queſtion in the place 
of it, which was but a ſecondary and ac- 
cidental diſpute occaſioned by T. G.'s 
faying that the Heathens Supreme God was 


an Arch-devil. Although Dr. Sr, hath, 
proved that was not agreeable to the\_ | 
general ſenſe of the Fathers, yet any ore) | 
may ſee that quite through his neſt : 


bis chief aim was at ſtating the N4- 
0 
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7ure of Idolatry according to. the./ex/e of 


the Fathers, From, Tuſtin Martyr he Defence 
ſhews that the queſtion between the ** 75 


Chriſtians and Heathens was not about 
one Supreme God , which he. acknow- 
ledges to be owned by them ; bur whe- 
ther Divine Worſhip oughtin generalt9 
be given to any creature,and in particular 
tothe Heathen Gods ? And he lays the 
rey. of the HAI Doing as to 
worlthip upon that peremptory declara- 
tion of Fe Will of Ed : bs "— ſhalt wor: 
ſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt 
thou, ſerve. ,The ſame he ſhews as to 
Athenagoras, Clemens  Alexanarinus, Ori- 
gen, Cyril, andall the Fathers who ma- 
naged the diſpute againſt the Heathen 
Iaolatry. Is it impertinent to the right 
ſtating the nature. of 1do/atry, to conti- 
der whether they who charged the Hea- 
theas with it, did at the ſame time con- 
fels they owned oze Supreme Goa ? Doth 
not 7. G. himſelf grant that it isvery ma- 
terial towards the right underſtanding 
the zature of Tdolatry to conlider what 
was the deſign of the Fathers to charge them 
with Iaolatry in ? Whether in worſhipping 
the Creature and not the Creator - with Di- 
vine Worſhip ; or in worſhippins more God's 
than one properly ſo called ; ( which he 
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ſeems to f&the Heathen Idolatry upon ) 
or in giving the ſame worſhp to God and 
his Creitnres 'C which .Dr. Sr. aſſerts) 
which notion ſoever of theſe be true, it 
cannot be ſaid to be impertinent for 
'Dy. St: to:prove his notiotito be the. ſexfe 
of the- Farhrrs. Anil if the Heathens 
did acknowkdge oze” Supreme God', as 
'T. G6. grahts, and the Fathers do allow 
this in their diſputes of olzrry ; Which 
T. G. cannot deny ; then the queſtion 
comes to this, whether they chatsed 
them with Idolatry only for zegletiag to 
worſhip the _ God which they own- 
ed; or in holding oze Supreme and many 
Smpremes at the fame time ? For if they 
believed o2e Szpreme God, as T.G. grants, 
and = held many independent Deities 
which they worſhipped as ſuch, they 
muſt hold one Supreme and yet many ; 
for every independent Deity muſt be Sms 
preme, I wonder therefore if T. G. de- 
ſigned to debate this matter fairly, why 
he ſhould account the other queſtions 
impertinent; and account that the only 
Int in debate, whether according to the 
f{eriſe of the Fathers Fupiter was the Su- 
preme God ? 
R. P. Do not you remember how 
Pr. $S;. inlultedover him-as to the foe 
0a, 0 


T===. .. Þ 
of the' Fathers in this matter ; and had 
| he not reaſon then to ſpeak to this 
point ? | vt 
. P. D. I allow him all the liberty he 
can deſire, provided he do not rejeC&t the 
main evidence as to the Caſe of Idvlarry 
to be 74p6#4171et ; which he would cut 
off by this trick, that they do not refer to 
his queſtion about Jupirer. But ſince 
you Harv ſuch 4 mind to tell me the /exfe 
of the -Firhtrs in this mitter, let us hear 
and conſider them in order. 
- R.' PT. G. beginis-as Dr. Sr. doth 
with Tu Mittyr : and he ſhews from 
him that the \Dewils 4ppetrins in hinjane Pal p. 
ſhapes were Yhe firſt beginners of Tdoladys, _ 
tht prople Hiking them for Gods, aid wor. 
hgh ther LEES x 
Þ. D: This is 'no' great diſcovery te 
Dr. S*. fot hi takes notice of this very 
opinion of Juſtin Martyr. | - .* Defence 
R. P. But he makes Jupiter fo have * 
been one of theſe Devils in his firſt Apology, 
Where he faith, the- Poets and Mytholo- 
giſts not knowing that the Angels and Da- 
015 begotten by them had been the Authors 
of the infamous prattiſes he there ſpeaks of, 
| attributed thei to God himſelf” and to the 
| ſons begotten by him, and to thoſe who are 
called his Brethren, Neptune azd Pluto. - 
PF. i 
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' P, D. What follows from hence 
beſeech you ? q 

R. P. That according to the ſenſe of 
Juſtia Martyr, Jupiter the Supreme God 
was a Devil. 
. .. P. D. That ſhould be better proved; 
For how doth it follow from Juſt:xs 
words? That which Juſt: ſaith is, that 
what he attributes to Devils, the Poets. at- 
tribute to God, himſelf and his Sons :\ and 
what then? It thance follows thag ſtir 


thought they attributed very unworthy 


things to God, but not that: he thought 
him to be a Dezz/. For doth not the 
{ame Author prove that their Poets as 


well as Philoſophers did own oe ſupreme | 


God, and that Homer calls him Empha- 
tically, @«% dvr, which is the very ex- 
preſſion Juſtin uſeth in this place , 
6s cvny my Os; and by that he faith, is 
meant the truly exiſtent Deity, whom he 
Calls mv ay]ws vm Octy, | 

. R. P. But Juſtin ſaith, the Devils 
were the cauſes of Idolatry, and the Poets 


ſay the true God was the cauſe, therefore ac- | 


cording to Juſtin Martyr their true God 
was a Devil. | 

P. D. Whichis juſt ike this kind of 
. reaſoning. The Poets and Mythologiſts 


of the Roman Church attribute the mi- * 
| racles * 


| 
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racles wrought by Images to the true God ; 
others ſay, they are wrought by the 


power of the Devil ; therefore they make 


the Papiſts God to be a Devil, Which 
is altogether as true reaſoning as the 
former. For Juſtiz ſaith, he believes Ido- 
latry to have come from the Devils, the 
Poets they fay it came from God : and al- 
though he quotes this opinion of theirs, 
it doth not follow that he thought their 
God to be a Devz/; but that they attri- 
buted thoſe things to God, which did 
come from the Devil. So much for 
the firſt Teſtimony, let us come to the 
next ; and if the reſt prove like it, not- 
withſtanding T. G.'s fluttering, all his 
Fathers will be but a Cove of one ſtill. 
R. P. The next is, Athenagoras, who 


hat the P /tg- Def. 
firſt ſhews from what the Poets and Hiſto we 


rians relate concerning the Heather Gods, 
that there was nothing that might induce us 
zo believe Saturn, Jupiter, Proſerpine axd 
the reſt of them to be Gods, but rather that . 
they were men, and by their attions Devils : 
and then that Jupiter according. to the in+ 
zerpretation of the Philoſophers was nq 
God. | 

P.D. Is not this, the ſame Athenago- 
1.45 who ſaid, that the generality of man- 
kind were agreed is this, whether they would 
or 
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8r 20, that there was but one God? And 
who proves this from the Teſt;»10ny of 
the Heathen Poets and Phileſophers, and 
that with the very name of Jupiter too ? 


Tu7y vols Ziva Tvd” iys Ocdy, 


Doth Athenagor:s yield this to be a good 
proof concerning oze true God, and yet 
deny the true God to be meant by Jups- 
ter ? No; but we muſt conſider a three- 
fold ſenſe of Jupiter among the Fa- 
thers. | 

(1.) The Original Jupiter, the Father 
of Gods and Men among the - Poets, the 
Supreme mind and Governour of the world 
nt the Philoſophers ; the oxe God 
confeſſed by all mankind ; whom 4the- 
2a20ras mentions under that name, in 


the verſes of Euripides. And if Athena- 


goras took this Jupiter for a Devil, he 
doth not prove any thins to his purpoſe 
from thoſe Teſtimonies of the Poers and 
Philoſophers. For his deſign was to vin- 
dicate the Chriſtians in holding the Unity 
of the Godhead, which I deſire T.G. to 
obſerve ; Tow accuſe us, faith Athenagoras, 
becanſe we rejeft your popular Gods, and 
aſſert oe Ged ; yet ſaith he, you condemn 
ot your Poets and Philoſophers who applyed 


them 
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themſehues moſt to the conſider ation of things, 
and agree with us in the Unity of the Gog- 
head, What force were there in this 
argument ; if the God they owned were 
not the true God, but an Arch-devil? 
How could the Chri/#:ans plead the con- 
{ent of the Wiſer Heathens with them, if 
they owned a Dev inſtead of the :rue 
God ? Suppoſe any loyal ſubjeQs inthe 
late times had been accuſed as enemies 
to the Government, would it haye paſ- 
ſed for any vindication of them to have 
pleaded that they owried O. C. who was 
a ſingle perſon, as well as our lawful 
King ? It 1s true, they both agreed ina 
ſingle perſon, but the rights of thoſe two 
ſingle perſons were {0 oppoſite to each 
other, that the ſame men could not be 


friends to both, or both be ſaid to own 


the ſame Mozarchy. But when the Chrs- 
ſtians pleaded the conſent of the Hea- 
thens, it was not meerly to purge them- 
ſelves from Atheiſm; but to ſhew that 
the wiſeſt Heathezs were of their mind ; 
AST. G. confteſleth, the Fathers appealed to 
the Teſtimony of the Conſciences of men to 
this purpoſe, as giving evidence for Chri- 
ſtians, (mark that) What evidence was 
this for Chriſtzaxs, unleſs it were not on- 
ly for oze God, but for the zrue God ? 

| For 
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For they who-did own oe God, who was 
ſo far from being the true, that in the Fa- 
thers judgement, he was the greateſt ene- 
my to him in the world, v:z. an Arch- 
devil ; theſe werefar from giving teſti- 
mony to the Chriſtians ; as who would 
fay, that the Indians who worſhip the 
Dewildo give teſtimony to the true God ? 
If therefore it was the 4rch-dew:l, as T. G. 
laith, whom the Poets and Philoſophers 
according to the Fathers, did give teſti- 
mony to, inſtead of producing their evi- 
dence as they did on all occaſions, they 
ought to have rejetted it with ſcorn and 
indignation. For what conſent could 
there be between” God and the Dewi ? 
If the Fathers thought they owned oxe 
ſupreme Devil, and yet produced their 
teſtimonies to juſtifie their belief of oxe 
true God, it would have been juſt, as if 
the Kings SubjeQs ſhould have ſaid to 
0. C.*s triends ; why are you angry with 
us for not ſubmitting to his Govern- 
ment ; ſince D. and: H. and P. and the 
reſt, own a ſingle perſon as well as we ? 
True, would they have faid, but our dif- 
ference 15 the more irreconcileable, for 
you are for one fingle perſon and we for 
another ; and their intereſts can never be 
united, thexe being a competition be- 
EWCENR 
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tween them for the fame Power. Thus 
when A4thenagoras and the reft of the Fa- 
thers produce the Teſtimonies of Enuri- 
pides, Sophocles, Plato, Ariſtotle, 8c. to 
ſhew their conſent with the Chriſtians 
in the acknowledgement of oze ſupreme 
God ; we wall ks the Emperour 
Antonius to whom Athenageras addrel- 
ſed himſelf, to ask him this queſtion, 
You produce their teſtimonies to prove 
their conſent with you as to oe ſupreme 
God ; do you mean the ſame God ; or an 
Uſarper and an Arch-devil? If you think 
it was not the ſame, but his atter enemy, 
What madneſs is it to produce thoſe 
who owned him whom you account the 
greateſt uſurper, to prove a canſent with 
you, who pretend to diſcover his uſurpa- 
tion, and do cry out upon him as the 
greateſt enemy to God and mankind ? 
If you think they meant the ſame God 
with you, whois the Lord and Governour 
of the world, we cannot deny the force 
of your allegations, and judge it unrea- 
ſonable to condemn you Be that do- 
atrine, which the wiſeſt among our 
ſelves did own. Since therefore T.G. 
confeſſeth that the Heathens did own 
one ſupreme God, and that under the 
ame Of Jupiter, and that the Fathers do 
pro- 
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produce many teſtimonies of theirs to: 
that purpoſe : and that, as it appears, to 


' ſhew their conſent with Chrift/4z5 as to 


the unity of the Godhead, as Athenagoras 
faith expreſly ; what can follow more 
naturally from hence, than that the Fa- 
zhers did look upan that Jupiter whom 
they owned to be the oze /xpreyze Goa, to 
be the ſame zrue God, whom the Chriſti- 
ans worſhipped ? And when Athenago- 
ras produced the Teſtimony of Plato con- 
cerning the Maker aud Father of the Uni- 
verſe, he immediately adds, ira ar «yrmny 
x; «tJrev veoy Qx6y * underltanding there- 
by ome unbegotten and eternal God, Was 
this meant by Athezagoras of the true 
God, or of he Arch-devil ? And from 
hence he argues thus ; If Plato's opinioy 
were not impious or Atheiſtical, neither ts 
ours who hold the ſame God who made the 


world, What force is there in this argu-. | 


ing, if Athenagoras did not look on P1;- 
tos God and the Chriſtians to be the ſame ? 
And .in another place ſpeaking of P/a- 
t9's ſaying concerning '/uptter, that he 
rides firſt in Heaven upon his winzeq cha- 
riot, ordering ard diſpoſing all things ; aud 
au army of Gods and Demons follo.vs him ; 
hs ſubjoyns this caution, that this is not 


za be underſtood of Jupiter the ſon of Sa-. 


turn; 
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- tarty » Pit thiut this wuwne belongs th the 


Maker of all things, Can there be 2 
ptainer teſtimony than this; that there 
was # more ancient and greater Japirer 
thatr the /6 of Sztury, ahd he no leſs 
than the Maker of rhe Worl4 ? Whent 
MAthenagoras himſelf makes tins diftinQs- 
6h, and owns that the name of Jupzrer 
belongs to thee maker of” all rhings, is it pol- 
fible to think that by this Jupiter; Arhe- 
zaporas did not meant the ſupreme God 
butan A4rch-devil ? Bur he goes on and 
faith, that Plito' 4dxed the word G - vp to 

rpiter, 07 purpoſe to diſtinguiſh the Ce- 
> Tepiteh y +4 the Terreſtrial, and 
him that was unbegotten, from him thaf 
wa; bevotten ; #hd fot only junior to the 
Hetver ana Errth, bitt th the Cretans who 
foole hin away t6 prevent his being killed by 
his Fathe#. 

(2. The Poerieal Fupiter, Of him 
Athenip6r as ſpedks, whe he joyns him 
with Szturs and Proſerpina, Where he 
mentions the Poetital Theology ; and he 
faith; har Orphers, Homer, a4 Heſtod 


were mot mach inferioun in age to the Gods. 


they defetibe, as to their Gentalogies, ſhapes, 
actions ind pdfions ; which he Try ar 
Hrge"to' be unworthy of any who are 
6alled Gods, Ry litter end w 
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his Apology, he gives the true account of 


theſe things, viz. that thoſe whom they 
worſhipped for Gods had formerly been men 
of intereſt and power, \and either through 
fear or flattery had divine worſhip given to 
them ; and particularly of Juprter, he 
proves from Callimachus, that he was born 
7n Creet, although the-Poet will by no means 
allow that he died and had a Sepulchre there. 
From hence he ſhews, that aunder the 
names of  Deified men the evil ſpirits did 
aſſume the divine worſhip which was given 
to. themſelves ; which he proves from the 
cruel and impure attions which they did put 
men upou. He ſhews, that the Image of 
Neryllinus who lived in their time did 
give anſwers to thoſe who conſulted it ; and 
fo did that of Proteus, or Lucians Pere- 
grinus, who caſt himſelf into the fire at 
Olympia; fincetherefore the Images them- 
ſelves could not do thele things, nor thoſe 
whoſe Images they were, he concludes 
they were evil Spirits who were bufie 
about thoſe Images, and wrought upon 
the imaginations of thoſe who came to 
conſult them. And who denies that 
theſe were evil Spirits which drew men 
to 1dolatry, and encouraged them in it, 
as Athenagoras obſerves, who under the 
names of great men did aſſume divine- 
worſhip 
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worſhip to themſelves ? And inthis ſenſe: 
Dr. S:. never denied that Juprter of Creet 
was a falſe God, and the Devil under his 
name drew men to the prattice of. grof 
Tdolatry. | | . 4 

(3.) The Alegorical Jupiter; For 4: 
thenagoras ſaith, that the Poetical Fables Athini 
were ſo filthy and baſe, that the Philoſo- t' *** 
phers had no other way, but to turn them 
into Allegories ; and to interpret them Phy- 
ſcally of the nature and mixture of the E- 
lements. And thus according to Ermpedo- 
cles, Jupiter was Fire, Juno Earth, Pluto 
Air, Neltis water. However, laith Athe- 
pagoras, theſe are but Elements, and parts 
of matter, and therefore cannot be. Gods, nor 
deſerve divine worſhip. The Stoicks made 
Jupiter zo, be. Fire,. Juno 4;r, Neptune 
Water. ,_ Others made one part of Air to 
be Jupiter, azd another Juno : however 
they cooked and dreſſed their Allepories, 
they were but Pork ſtill; it could. ariſe 
no higher than, a worſhip of the E/e- 
ents inſtead of God... And now let = 
one judge how ſufficiently T. G. hat 
proved from Athenagoras, that tlie ſupreme 
God of the Heathens was an Arch-devil. 
I pray proceed to your next. 

R. P. Theophilus Antiochenus faith, that- 
either the Mother of” the Gods, or her Chil-' 
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aren are Gods, but Idols, the works of mens 
hwds, and moſt i e Devils : which T.G, 
faith, was cited by him in the ſane pace 
ich Origen before, although Dy. St. m1akes 
Jo much ſport with him about crying ont the 
Fathers, when he named , he ſaith, only 
Origen. 
P.D. And was not this trae ? Doth 
T. G6. name any more thars Oriper to 
prove that Japiter according to the Fe- 
thers was an Arch-devit? Look the place 
ant you will find it punually true. I 
Eath.no grant he mentions 7 hrophilus Aptiocheyns 
2:0.” mthe famepage; but towhat purpoſe ? 
Not to prove the /upree God ax Arch- 
devil; but the inferionr Deities to be In- 
feriour Devils : which was 2 thing ne- 
ver denyed by Dr. Sr. and therefore this 
Teſtimony fignifes as lirthe now, as it did 
before. - _ a 
R. P. But you will nor ſo eafely re- 
concile” Tertwlians Teftiromies ith Dy. 
Dial.}p. Sts abominable pretence,ds T.G-edlls it, 
_— a the God of the Ronuny was the true 
- P.D. It is one thing to ſay, ths God 
of the Romans was the true God, and anv» 
ther to ſay, they did worſhip the t9ue God 
aveder the title of Japtter O. M. For the 
farmer may imply that they had no 


other 
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other Gods beſides him to whom they 
gave Divine Worſhip; which I dare ſay 
never came into Dr, Sr.*s head. Bur 
all that he aſſerted was, that the Romans 
did ownand worſhip the ſupreme Godun- 
der the zitles of Jupiter O. M. and gave 
{uch characters and deſcriptions of him 
as could agree tonone but the Lord and 
Governour of the World : which he pro- 
ved from many teſtimonies of C:cero, Se- 
xeca, and others the graveſt of the Ro- 
many Writers. And what doth Tertullian 
ſay totake off theſe teſtimonies ? 

R, P. Firſt, he faith, we are not igno- 
rant that thoſe who att and are pleaſed and 
counter feit a Divinity under thoſe names (of 
dead men) and conſecrated ſtatues, are 
wicked fpirits,1.e. Devils. 

P. D. Andwhat then T beſeech you? 
Was Jupiter O. M. one of theſe dead 
wen ? if not, to what purpoſe 1s this 
Teſtimony brought ; unleſs it be as Coun+ 
trey people ſay, for wart of a better ? 

R. P. Not fo, for he ſaith elſewhere, 
We worſhip one God whom ye all kaow by the 
light of Nature : As for the reſt whom you 
think to be Gods, we kyow them to be De- 
wits, 

P. D. Admirable ! whocan ſtand be- 
fore ſuch demonſtrations ? Tertullian 
Cc 3 here 
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here grants they. all knew the true God, 
therefore the ſupreme God of the Romans 
was a Devil. He might as well- have 
brought another Teſtimony-out of the 
pe ſpect. Book de ſpeitaculis, No man can be igno- 
f+ 2+ rant of that which Nature ſuggeſts, that God 
i the Maker of the World, Were the 
Romans ignorant of that,which T ertullian 
faith, zo man could be ignorant of ? And. 
 whenthey made uſe of the moſt proper 
Epithets of Good and Great to deſcribe 
and worſhip him by ; is it probable they 
ſhould not underſtand him ? Or that 
Tertull;an ſhould think their ſupreme God 
was an Arch-devil ; when he ſaith in the 
words Cited by T. G. he was the ſame God | 
whom the Chriſtians worſpigped * Doth T.G. | 
conſider what he writes ? when he puts 
down this for a Teſtimony againſt Dr. 
St. We worſhip vne God whom ye all know 
by the light of Nature. Deth it not hence 
follow, that the God whos the Gertiles 
kzew, was the ſame whom the Chriſtian; 
worſhipped ? and he was not certainly 
an Arch-devil. I pray judge, whole pre- 
zence 1s the more abominable upon his own 
Teſtimonies. 
R. P. For all this, Tertullian Thews, 
that Jupiter worſhipped in the Capitol was 
zot the true God, For ſpeaking of the ſup- 
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plications the Heathens made there, he faith, 4pol.c. 406 


they were averſe both from God and Heaven, 
P. D. And had henot great-reaſon to 
fay lo, when he faith, The Romans with 
full bellies, and wallowing in all kind of 
Luxury, aid offer up their ſacrifices to ob- 
tain rain, and thought to have it dro 
down from the Capitol upon them, if x 4 
people went barefoot thither ? Doth not 
God himſelf tell the Jews they were far 
from him, when they ſeemed moſt 7o 
draw nigh unto him ? i. e. their fſacri- 
fices and oblations ſignified nothing , 
while they continued in their fins. TI 
ſhould not ſtick to ſay that intemperate 
and wicked men are averſe both from God 
and Heaven, though they walk barefoot 
and make the richeſt preſents to the true 
God. But how doth this prove they 
did not intend to worſhip the true God 
there? Although withal their worſhip, 
even inthe Capitol, was Idolatrous wor- 
ſhip; bothas to the [age of Jupzter, and 
_ the conjuntttionof other Gods with him; 
therefore whatever their /ztentioz was as 
tothe worſhip of Jupiter O. M. their ſup- 
plications might well be diſpleaſing to the 
true God ; and on that account they 
might be ſaid te be averſe from God and 
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R. P. I have angther teſtimony of 
Fertulhan ſtill good ; which if I miltake 
got will p{2t you hard tq it. Jt is in his 
Apologetick. We are eſteemed not to bg 
Romazxs but injurious to them, becauſe we 
do not worſhip the God of the Romans. 
*T ts well, he is the God of all, whether we 
will or 370. But among you it ts lawful to 
worſhip any thing but the true God; as if 
he were not the great God of alt, whoſe ne 
are all. What could be faid more expreſs 
t2 remove that abominable pretence of the 
Daitars, that the God of the Romans was 
the true God ? 

P.D. I ſee no reaſon in the world for 
yur accounting the Dottors preterce aho- 
minable, unlels he juſtified the way of 
worſhip then uſed, which he cantefleth to 
be abominable both in the old Romans and 
others who too much imitate their 1d 
latries. Obſerve, that Tertyllian ipeaks 
of their worſhip, which being Ido/atrons, 
the Chriſtians had juſt reaſon to refuſe 
joyning with the Romans in it. From 
hence they were accuſed for worſhipping 
another God from him whom the Romans 
worſhipped, and Tertullian before menti- 
ons the feveral luſpicions which they had 
concerning the God of the Chriſtiars ; 
ſome ſaid 72 was the head of an Aſs, ſome 
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the Croſs, ſome the Sun, and [owe [et forth 
4 ridiculous pittyre with the ears af ax 
Af, a Book and a Gowp, 4nd called this the 
God of the Chriſtians. Tertulliqn upen this 
declares that the Chriltians worſhipped 
the Goa that mage the world and nous e1fe ; 
ar a$ he laid to Scapuls, the God mhoms 4 
men know by Nature, And in that very 
Chapter from whence thoſe words are 
cite, he faith, it w.# the common opinion 
APRORNG the Romans, that there W4s 0we God 
higher and more powerfut than all the reſt, 
of perfect Wiſdom and Majeſty : for the 
greateſt part, faith he, did make this 
ſcheme of Divimty, that the chief Paper 
lay iz one God, to whom the reſt were only 
minifterial and ſubſervient. I am afraid 
T.G. will allow my ſenſe of theſe words 
no more than he is wont to do Dr. S$:.'s. 
I will therefore giye you Tertullians own 
words. Nam CF ſic plerique diſponunt Di: 
vinitatem, ut imperium ſumms Dominatio-. 
ns eſſe penes unum, officia ejus peres multos 
veliat. Which words are of mighty: 
weight and conſequence in this matter, 
towards the right underſtanding Tertall;. 
ans meaning. Here we ſee from whence 
Aquinas had his plures eorum, and in what 
ſenſe it muſt be underſtood. From hence 
it appears, that the G@nerahty of the 
| ca- 
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Heathens did not aſſert a multitude of 
independent gods : nor were charged with 
Tdolatry on that account. And to let us 
ſee whom they meant by this ſupreme 
God, he produces in the next ws the 
place of P/azo mentioned by Atheragoras 
of the great Jupiter iz Heaven with his 
Army of Gods and Demons. 

R. P. But Tertullian ſaith, the Chriſti- 
ans did not worſhip the God of the Romans ; 
and the Romans would not ſuffer them to 
worſhip the true God : how could this be, if 
they did own and worſhip the true God ? 

P. D. I will tell you, The God of the 
Romans was he who was worſhipped af- 
ter an Idolatrous manner 1n the Caprtoland 
elſewhere : the Chri/ſt/ans choſe rather to 
to dye than to worſhip God after this 
manner : the Romaxs would permit no 
other kind of Worſhip than their own : 
and when the Chr//t:ans refuſed to joyn 
in their worſhip, they could not believe, 
let them ſay what they would , that 
they worſhipped that God whom all men 
know by the li2ht Nature. The God of the 
Romans is the God worſhipped after the Ro- 
man manner ; as the God of the Jews, of 
the Turks, and of the Chriſtians 1s the 
God worſhipped according to thoſe /eve- 
ral Laws, although he be the ſame God 
In 
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M himſelf the Maker azd Governour of 
the World. This place then doth imply no 
more, than that the Roman Religion as it 
ſtood at that time and the Chriſtian were 
taconſiſtent ; but it doth not follow from 
hence that the Romans did not intend 
to worſhip the Supreme God under the ti- 
tle of Jupiter O. M. 

R. P. Before we leave Tertullian, 1 
have ſomething more to ſay to you con- 
cerning him : 1t is about a paſlage of his 
Book ad Scapulam cited by Dr. $7. where 
he endeavours to prove that the Hea- 
thens Jupiter was the Supreme God, by a 
miracle wrought upon the Heathens ſuppli- 
cations to him under the name of Jove. 

P. D. Are you ſure that Dr. $:. ever 
meant any ſuch thing ? 

R. P. T.G. quotes his words, God, 
faith he, ſhewed himſelf to be the powerful 
God by what he did upon their ſupplicati- 
ons to him under the name of Jove. 

P. D. But doth not Dr. Sz. expreſly 
lay, that it was npon the prayers of Chri- 
ſtrans, that miracle was wrought ? 

R. P. Yes, T.G. takes notice of that, 
and from thence proves that he wilfully 
corrupted T ertulians text, and makes a 
very Tragical buſineſs of it. Methinks 
1 ſee the great D7onrſires with his Bircher 

x Nee pter 


Dial. p. 
371, Oc 


Defence 
P« 47» 


Psal. p. 
28+ 


(396) 


Scepter walking round him, telling him 
of his faults, and then one or meny Frum . 
but leſt his pain ſhould be too ſoqn at an 
end , hetakesoff his hand, and walks 
the other turn , with a ſtern and Magi- 
ſterial Countenance bidding others be- 
ware, and telling them what an exam- 
ple he will make of him, he laies on 
again, with ſucha ſpring in his arm, and 
ſomany repeated ſtrokes, that I even pi- 
ty the poor DoQor, and I could not think 
Diozyſius himſelf could have expreſſed 
more ſeverity on ſuch an qccaſion ; but 
I conſider, it is againſt an Herezick, and 
it 1s neceſlary ſometimes to let you fee 


how ſharp we can be. 


P. D. You need not to tell us that ; 
but we had need to keep ut of your laſh 
as long as we can, for we expett no great 
kindneſs from you, if ever we fall un- 
der it. But why ſhould T. G. think that 
Dr. S:. deſigned to corrupt Tertullians 
{enſe in that place , when himſelf had 
before owned that the miracle mas 
wrought by the prayers of the Chriſtians ? 


He would never have dong ehis, if he 


intended the other. I do cones the 


{, words, asthey lye, are capable of that 


conſtruction 7. G. puts upon thera ; but 
12 common ingenuity they ought to be 
under- 
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underſtood according to his own former 
ſenſe of them ; unlefs the force of the 
argument ſay in the other ſenſe; which 
I do not perceive it doth. For Dr. S?. 
defigned to prove in that place from Ter- 


tullian, that the Heathens did acknowledge _— 


one Supreme Goa, from the teſtimony of 
their Confciences , and lifting up their 
hands and eyes to Heaven upon any great oca 
c 10x! : artd then brings in thoſe words be- 
fore mentioned ; which are there produ- 
ced for no other end, but to fſhew thas 
the [ane powerful God was owned by the 
Gentiles and Chriſtians in that famous mi- 
tacle. He did not inter there to prove, 
as T. G. ſuggeſts, that Jupiter whom they 
worſhipped 1h the Capitol was this one Su- 
preme Beinz, from the teſtimony of Ter- 
iullian and the Miracle wrought by God 
himſelf apon the Heathens ſupplications #0 
him nnder the name of fove; And where 
he did purpoſely ſet himſelf to prove 
this, ke there confeſfes that the miracle 
was wrought at the prayers of the Chri- 
fttans,and that the whole Army made the 
exclamation, Deo Deorum & qu# ſolus 
potens, whereby they did in Jovis nomine 
Deo noftro teftimonium redaere, ſaith Ter- 
tafliaz ; and Dr. St. adds that the Hee 
thens did intend this honour to their own 
Jove. 
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Tove. From whence it appears that all 
the force of the argument from this Te- 
ſftimony lies in this, that the Heathens 
did confeſs there was owe ſupreme and 
powerful God whom they called | cz And 
this I ſay in Dr. $:.'s name 15 the whole 
ſtrength and force of his argument, and 
that he never thought of what T. G. im- 
poles upon him, v/z. that God wrought 
that miracle upon the ſupplications of the 
| Heathens to prove that Jove was the true 
God : which was not neceſſary to his de- 
ſign. Burl do infilt upon it, as an in- 
vincible proof of that whuch he intended, 
the acknowledgement of oz? ſupreme 
God, whom they called Jove. I do yield 
then, that the miracle was wrought 
by the prayers of the Chriſtians ; To 
the Chriſtians did not pray to God un- 
der the name of Jove; that the Hea- 
thens did attribute the honour of the mi- 
racle to their Jove; that in the titles 
they gave to him on this occaſion they. 
did give teſtimony to the mighty power 
of. that God whom the Chriſtians WOr- 


ſhipped ; I will not deny, that M. Aure- 
lins did write a Letter to the Senate, 
wherein he acknowledged this miracle - 
ro be wrought by the Chriſtians, (al- 
though it may be that was not the Ler- 

£ ter, 
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rey, which is extant in Baronins ) But 
after all theſe conceſſions, I ſay, that 
Dr. $:.*'s argument holds good, that the 
Heathens did acknowledge one Supreme God 
under the name of Jove. For what could 
the Army mean elle, by that acclama- 
tion, Deo Deorum & qui ſolus potens ? 
From whence it unavoidably follows, 
that. the Heathen Army did acknow- 
ledge one Supreme and Omnipotent God , 
whom they called Jove : And in Arto- 
#inus-his Column at Rome, this God is 
deſcribed under the title of Jupiter 
Pluvius : therefore according to the lenſe 
of the Heathen Army , this Jupzter 
was Deus Deorum , & ſolus Potens. 
T. G. could not but ſee, that hereinlay 
the ſtrength of Dr. $r.'s argument ; but 
he diſſembles it, and makes him to aim 
at what he never thought of, and catch- 
ing hold of an ambiguous expreſſion, he 
runs away with that, and ufes him with 
more ſeverity than ever Dionyſins turned 
Pedant, or reforming Stepmother uſed , 
which. are his own expreſſions upon a 
far leſs occaſion. 

R. P. But Tertullian diſtinguiſhes the 
true God from hin who was A oe un- 
der the name of Jove. _ | 

P. D. Ideny not, that Terta4ian doth 
diſtin- 
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diſtinguiſh the #»r/h7p oh fhe #36 Grd 
from ths wdr(b a} Joie. Arid when the 

Heathens atirtbuttd Aa mifacles to 
their Japiter, with # deſign thereby to 
jifttfie the Heathe# Worſhip , the Chri- 
ftrans Rad great reafon to ſtand uport 
this diftieQion ; 4d to complain that 
whit fi C bniftians obtained by prifers 
and faftthg, they attributed t6 their Fy- 
pitey, 1: e. what the Chrifftans hoped 
would convirce them of thei? 129latry, 

they nled for aft arguimeft t6 prove 
thay neg ry hot. i{j16a aſd with i. 
Þ 26t follow, gms any thing 

To eieth ſaid, thi he did not fup- 

poſe the Heathezss did not intend to 197- 

hy thi rrve God under thei Jupiter, 
when he confelles the greateſt part of 
them did fbf ofie Supreme 
att? that the- Chrilttans worſhipps the 
firme God whom alF men knew by the 
Hehr of Nature. 

*R. P. What {xy you to Clemens Ax- 
arty ins, tho affirms the Gods of the Het- 
thee to be Devils ; avid aniotg the veff he 
reckons up Jupiter himſelf; . fo far wt be 
front thinking Jupiter to be the trac Gon ? 

P. D. Dr. S. had preverited this 6b- 
jection, by ſaying that in that” place 
Clemens ſpeaks of the Poetic! Ehtology, 
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and of Jupiter of Creet ; but withall 
he ſhews not only that Clemens doth ac- 
knowledge that all mankind had a natu- 
ral knowledge of the true God , bur that 
they meant him under the name of Fu- 
piter : and commends the mianner of 
yung concerning God as grave and 
zcent, Where the Divine perfettions are 
attributed to Jupiter : he quotes a ſaying 
of Xepocrates wherein he calls God 
vmſey Sie the Supreme Jove, and ſome 
others of a like nature. Which ſeem to 
be as plain evidences as Dr. Sr. could 
deſire. And what anfwer doth T. G. 
give tothem ? | 

R. P. Hefaith, zt doth not follow from 
hence that it was the fence of Clemens 
himfelf, that Jupiter who w.s worſhipped 
in the Temples was that true God, Aud 
his meaning was wot to aſſert Jupiter to be 
that ſupreme Being, but from the Epithets 
and Titles of Ommniſcient, Ommnipotent, &C. 
which the Poets and Philoſophers attributed 
1nto God under the name "I upiter, fo £072 
vince them, that there was but one ſupreme 
Being, Maker and Governour of the 
World. 

P. D. His deſign then was to convirice 
them of that, which he proves they alt 
knew already, If they had ſuch a know- 
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fkedge of God, as T.G. grants that Cle- 
ens doth prove from their Teſtimonies, 
either it was the zrwe God they knew, or 
a falſs God or an Arch-devil. If the 
later, they do not reach to what he 
brings them for, which was to prove the 
inbred notion of one ſupreme Diſpoſer 
of things; if the former, then all thoſe 
Titles and Epithets did expreſs the true 
God ; according to Clemens his own ſenſe 
of them. But doth T. G. think that 
they gave the Titles and Epithets of Om- 
aipoteat, Ommiſcient , &&. to the Devil? 
and that Clemers believed it at the ſame 
time, when he proves from hence that 
all men have the natural knowledge of 
God ? If he can think fo, he muſt make 
Clemens a man of much reading, but of 
no judgement, But I pray refle& a lit- 
tle; 7.G. confeſles that Clemens ſaith, 
that thoſe Epithcts were attributed to Ju- 
piter wth a gre deal of” decency and gra- 
ty concernizg God ; then according to 
7.G.| the Devil may very decently and 
gravely be ſaid to be an ommnipotent and 
emiſrient Devil, For T pray obſerve 
bit th1s one paſſage and you will find 
what piitul ſhifts 7. G. 1s put to. The 
tings winch the Poets attribute to Ju- 
{ey To Cxprelis terms Cl:»:c2z5 ſaith are 
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ſpoken with great decorum of Gad : atid at 
the ſame time he grants, that they meant 
God by their Jupiter ; what then follows 
but that although they uſed the name 
Tapiter, yet under that name they ſpake 
thoſe thinks of God which were very 
agreeable to him. No, faith T. G. 44s 
is not his meaning, but that they ſpate thoſe 
things concerning their Jupiter, which be- 
ing applied to the true God would be (poren 
with great gravity and decency. Which in 
plain terms is, that they attributed, the 
perfetions of God to the Arch-devil, 
which was very ill done of them. ons 
would think, and horsible 4/aſþhc- 
my; but however, ſaith T.G. theſe things 
may be [aid tobe ſpoken with great gravity 
and decency concernins God, becauſe if v0 
take them from the Devil and ply then 
to God, they are decent expreſſicas. Let us 
ſuppoſe. Fames Nayloz. riding through 
the ſtreetsof Bri/tol aſſumun;; to himſelf 
the zitle of the Soz of God, and lome of. 
his followers cxying Hoſanna to the Son 
of David : would T. G. lay. this were fpo- 
ken with decency aud gravity.,;. becaule it: 
would be ſo, if it. were Tightly applied 
to his Son Chriſt Teſs? 7. G. doth not. 
ſeem here to conſider wherein the d:gexcy 
of ſpeech lies-; far ters is the greatelt, 
D 
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indecency, nay blaſphemy in the miſappli- 
cation of the beſt titles and moſt glori- 
ous attributes. And were there no 
other reaſon to convince me of the ſenſe 
of the Fathers in this matter, this alone 
were ſufficient; that if T. G.'s hypotheſis 
were true, all thoſe great tlings which 
the Heathens fpake ot their Jupiter were 
moſt abominable blaſphemics ;, tor the Di- 
wine Perfettions were attributed to the 
chief of Devils. And if to attribute 
the miraculous works of God to the De- 
vil be the ſin againſt the Holy Ghoſt; 
what then is it to give to the Dewv/l all 
the perfettions of God himſelf? And yet, 
if T.G. fay true, the Fathers mult be- 
teve that the moſt learned and wiſe of 
the Heathens did fo, when they ſpake 
of the Wiſdom, and Power, and Goodnefi 
of their ſupreme Jupiter : and if they did 
believe they were _ of fuch horri- 
ble 41aſphemy, would they ſo often quote, 
approye, extol theſe ſayings as they do ? 
Would they not rather have 'reproved, 
cenſured, condemned them for them, as 
the moſt intolerable reproaches of the 
Divine Nature? Would they have born 
ſuch things in Plato, Earipides or any 
other Philoſopher or Poet ? For to call 
a Stone, a Stock, a dead Man, a Ged; |} 
to - 
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to attribute life, ſenſe, underſtanding to 
meer matter ; were tolerable /aſphepzies 
in compariſon with making the Dev#/ 
to be the ſupreme Governonr of the world; 
to be Oxe and All ; to be infinite Wiſdom 
as well as Power; and yet all theſe muſt 
be thus yu_ to the Devil by the wileſt 
Pozts and Philoſophers which the Hea- 
thens ever had. Nay farther, their beſt 
and moſt underſtanding men who are 
moſt commended by the Fathers them- 
ſelves, muſt be the greateſt b/:/phemers 
of all others, and be thought ſo by the 
Fathers at the ſame tine when they 
magnhe their ſayings, for the Wiſdom, 
Gravity, and Decency contained in them. 
This is ſo groſs, ſo wild, ſo abſurd an 
imagination as could hardly enter into 
any mans head who had any manner of 
elteem for the Fathers. And I would 
adviſe T. G. rather to let the Fathers 
quitealone, than to fix ſuch abſurdities 
upon them. 

 R.P. Methinks you are grown very 
warm of a ſudden ; but I have another 
Father to cool you, and he 1s Minucirs 
Felix. 

P. D. He is but a Paterculzus a wery 
diminutive Father, as T. G. ſpeaks ; how- 
ever I hope he is able to {peak for himſelf. 

Dd } R. P. He 
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R, P. He faith, the iapure Spirits lurk* 
ingin the conſecrated ſtatues gained to then 
ſetves the Authority and Eſteem of a Deity 
that was there preſent. 

P.D. And what then ? How often 
muſt you be told, that the queſtion 1s 
not, whether the Devils were not ailiſt- 
ing in the pradFiceof Tdolatry ? which Dr. 
S$:, never queſtioned ; either by preſence 
in conſecrated Images, or 'by aſſuming 
diyme honours under the names of Det- 
fied men; but this doth not come up to 
the queſtion in hand ; which is, whe- 
thers the Fathers did not believe they did 
intend to worſhip the /xpremze God under 
the name and Titles of TJzpit-y 0. M.? I 
will make this plain to you, thar if poſſh- 
ble you may underſtand the differenct 
of theſe queſtions. You know what 
boaſts are made in your Church' of the 
Miracles wrought by our Lady of fuch 
and ſuch a place, as of Mo:ntagre, Hall, 
Loxetto, &c, what do you mean by this, 
but that ſuch Tages which are there of 
her did effeft them, not by the power of 
the Wood or Stone, but of ſore ſpiritu- 
al power which was preſent in or about 
them ; ſuppoſe now a perſon who lath 
heard of the coming of S$2t.z72 with [32m 
424 lying wonders, ſhould believe that the 
ewd 
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evil ſpirits did endeayour to retrieve 74c- 
litry in the Chriſtian World after the 
way by which they advanced it in the 
Heathen World ; and ſo concludes that 
they work theſe pretended muracles, 
might not ſuch a one ſay, that. impure 
ſpirits lurk in your conſecrated Images, and 
there receive Divine Worſhip und:r the 
names of Saints and Angels ; and yet at 
the ſame time believe that you worſhip 
one ſupreme God ? 

R. P. But here the caſe is different ; 
for Mizucius laith, that Saturn, ad Sera- 
P15, aud Jupiter (mark that) confeſs them- 
fetves to be Devils. 

P. D. Two wayes J-pi/rer might be 
a Devil, and yet not prejudice Dr. $?.'s 
aſſertion. (x.) As he aſſumed the þs- 
z01rs given to the Poetical Jupiter ; who 
was really a Prince of Creet ; but the 
Poets by attributing to him the villanies 
of many others (as to the raviſhing of 
women, &c. ) had made him one of the 
greatelt -20»ſters of MWickedneſs that ever 
was; and therefore it was no wonder the 
Devil ſhould be worſhipped under h:s 
name ; not rtentionally but termipativ- 
{y, inas much, as all this worſhip ended 
V1 the ſervice of the Devi/, who was al- 
wayes very ative to ſubdue the minds 
| Dd 4 of 
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of men to the Folly and Wickedneſs of 
Idolatry. (2.) As he was buſie about 
conſecrated Images, even to the ſupreme 
Fapiter. Thus although the Greeks and 
Romans might ſet up [mages with Scep- 
ters, and Globes, and Thunderbolts intheir 
hands, on purpoſe to declare that they 
intended to worſhip the ſupreme (God b 
them ; yet this way of worſhip being ſo 
diſagreeable to the Divine Nature and 
Porietions, God might juſtly ſuffer the 
impure Spirits to be aRive in thoſe very 
Tmages, which were conſecrated to him- 
ſelf: and they might by this means run 
away with that honour which they in- 
tended to give to the Divine Majeſty. 
But the Queſtion ſtill remeins, whether 
notwithſtanding all this, the Heathens 
did not deſign to worſhip the ſupreme 
God under the name of Jove ? and no- 
thing of this nature doth ſhew that the 
Fathers believed the contrary ; and as to 
Minucins Felix, Dr. $t. had produced a 
material paſſage out of him to prove, 
that they who make Jove the chief God, 
are only deceived in the wame, but agree in 
rhe power. 

 R.P. I am glad you mention that 
place; for 7. G. hath at large proved 
that Dr. St. hath corrupted both the ſenſe 
Fx gr wants. 4 8 . | and 
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and words of Minucius to make him ſpeak Dial. p, 
| 354" 


as he would have him. 

P.D. I amnow ſo uſed to theſe falle 
and ſhameleſs charges of 7. G. about 
Dr. St.'s corruptinz of Authors, that 1 
dare ſtand the ſhack, let T. G. make 
uſe of all his ſtrength and skill. 

R. P. T. G. faith, that Minucius 7- 
tended nothing leſs thaz to aſſert Jupiter 
to be the one ſupreme God ; but that he ar- 
gued only ad hominem ( as we ſay) from 
what the wiſer Heathens pretended they 
thought of Jupiter, that they ought to as 
knowledge but one ſupreme God, Maker 
and Governonr of the World : and the de- 
ſign and ſenſe of Minucius was this, That 
although they were deceived in their pre- 
tence of aſſigning Jupiter to be the ſupreme 
God ; yet by what they affirmed of him, V1Z. 
that he was the Prince or the Chief, and the 
Poets ſetting forth one Father of Gods and 
Mez, they were ſufficiently convinced, that 
they ought to acknowledge but one ſupreme 
and undivided Power, by. which the world 
was made and governed ; which was the 
point Minucius was proving in that place. 
But the Dr, by putting in and leaving out 
what he thought might make for his advan- 
tage, hath corrupted the very Text of Mi- 
nNuclus, t9 make it ſpeak his ſenſe. 

FOO ny [54 P.D. 
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P.D. A very heavy charge ! But 
what if there be no ground for all this! 
Is not T. G. a man of admirabie dexte- 
rity, and unparallePd ingenuity ? I will 
take T7. G's own tranſlation of the 
words; and if from thence all that Dr. 
St. ſaith, doth follow, there can be cer- 
tainly no cauſe for all theſe clamours. 
Theſe alſo, faith he, who wil have Jupiter 
to be the Prince or Chief, ave dzceived in 
the name, but agree as to the Unity of Power. 
The matter lies within a narrow com- 
paſs : Either they who agreed as to the 
Unity of Power and called that Power by 
the name of Jove did mean the /ame 
God with M:z»cias, or tiot. If they meant 
the /ae God, Dr. S:. gives the true ſenſe 
of Minncins, for then they who make 
Jove the chief” God are only deceived in the 
name and agree in the Power : ( and it is 
ridiculous Pedantry to quarrel at his 
tranſlating, Qui Jovem Principem volunt 
They who make Tove the chief God : and 
for putting in oy, it is no more than the 
fenſe implyes, for if they agree in the 
thing, they muſt be oy deceived in the 
name.) This is therefore the ſingle point 
to be debated, whether according to 
Mizucins they underſtood the ſame God 
or not ? And to make this out I deſire 
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no other method than what T7. G.: pro- 
poſes, viz. to conſider the deſig of Mi- 
mucins 10 that place. Providence being 
ſuppoſed, he laith, zhe queſtion is whether 
the world be Governedby one, or more, and 
after other arguments for Monarchical Ge- 
veriament in general, he produces the cox- 
ſent of mankind in lifting up their hands to 
Heaven, and calling upon God, ard ſaying, 
God is great, God is true, and if God give. 
Is this, faith he, the woice of Natuge 13 the 
common people, or the confeſſion of a Chri- 
ſtir? Where nothing can be more ev1- 
dent, than the conſent between the woice 
of Nature, and the confeſſton of  # Chriſt 
anas to the ſame God. And then it im- 
mediately follows. Er qui Jover Princi- 
pem volunt, falluntur in nomine, fed. de 
uni Poteftate conſentiunt, Theſe agree 
too as to the Onity of Power, who would 
have Jove to be Chief. Is there notall the 
xcaſon that may be, to underſtand this 
agreement to be with thole mentioned 
before ; Viz. the common people and Chri- 
ſtians, who all conſent in the - Uzity of 
Poiver ; but theſe call that Porer by the 
naine of ove ; and although Mzrzucizes 
thinks they are deceived in attributing 
that zame zo God, yet he yields that they 
agreed in the thing. This is rhe _ 
an: 
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and eaſe ſenſe of Mizucins ; Let us now 
conlider T. G.*s ſenſe of theſe words, and 
{ee how well that agrees with his deſign. 
His ſenſe is this ; They who would have 
Jupiter to be the Prince or Chief, were 
* agreed as to the Unity of Power, but were 
fo much deceived, not only in the name, but 
#n the thing it ſelf, that they attributed this 
Power, not to God but to the Devil. For, 
faith T. G. Minucins his own thoughts 


were, that this Jupiter was a Devil. Let. 


this be ſuppoled, and his meaning 1s this, 
The common People call upon God, and ſay, 
Goa ts true, God ts great ; and therein agree 
with the confeſſion of Chriſtians ; and they 
who will have Jove, 1. e. th: Devil to be the 
Chief of Gods, do agree as ta the Unity of 
Power. They who make God to be 
Chief, and the Dewi/ to be Chief, do both 
agree that oxe is Chief I _ but will 
any man of common ſenſe ſay only hat 
theſe are deceived in the name, who thinks 
at the ſame time, they mean the Dev ? 
Are they not deceived '1in much more 
than the name, in the very thing it ſelf ? 


Do they not ſet up an Uſzrper inſtead of | 
Goa, and his molt inveterate enemy, and # 


attribute finite and undivided power to 
him? And 1s this dwindling expreſſion 


tit tora Chriſtzap, to ſay only, falluntur 
mn | 
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in nomine , they are deceived in the name ? 
No : but he ought to have told them, 
they were deceived much more in the 
thing than in the name. It was but a 
trifle in compariſon what name they 
uſed, if their ſenſe and meaning were. 
good. Call him Jove or what they 
pleaſed, if they meant the ſame thine, 
it was only a difference about a name : 
but if they did really attribute the D;- 
vine perfettions to the Devil, this was a 
crime of the higheſt nature, it was xots- 
rious blaſphemy ; and no true Chriſtian 
could paſs it over ſo gently and lightly, 
as Mizucins doth, if he were of 7. G.'s 
opinion. But to convince us that he 
was far from it ; he afterwards produces 
the conſent of Philofophers with the Chr:- 
ſtians, ſo he ſaith, (in the ſame page of 
the Leyden Edition) that they did conſent 
with them : and lurely it was 0 conſent 
with Chriſtians to give the divine perfetti- 
ons to the Devil, Speaking of T hates, 
he faith, Vides Philoſophi principalis no- 
biſcum pemnitus Opinionem conſonart... (1 
forbear to tranſlateleſt T. G. ſhould want 
matter to fill up ſome empty pages as he 
did by proving that volunt doth not ſig- 
nifie making, &c.) However, Minucins 
ſhews, that this Prizce of PO 
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did fully agree with the Chri/t:axs. 
Wherein I beſeech you ? in attributing 
that power to-the Devil which they give 
to God ? this 1s an agreement which TI 
dare ſay, 9 Chriſtian would ever own. 
And therefore it muſt be, in acknow- 
ledging the ſame Divine Beino which the 
Chriſtians did. And after he hath 
reckoned up the ſeveral opinions of the 
moſt noted Philoſophers, he hath this re- 
markable expreſſion ; Expoſuu opiniones 
oninium fere Philoſophorum, quibus illuftri- 
or ploria ef Deum unum multts licet deſig- 
maſſe nominibus : 1 have ſet down the opi- 
aons of almoſt all the famous Philoſophers, 
who all ſet forth one God though under ma- 
ny names : And leſt any ſhould fall into 


T. G.'s extravagant 1magination, that 


this was not a conJert' in the ſame Being, 
but as toa meer Uz#ty 'of Power, though 
lodged in the Devi! himſelf, he adds 
theſe words, 'Of Qure'rs arbitretur, aut 
nun Chriſtiazos philoſophos eſſe, ait philo- 
ſophos fuiſſe jam tunc Chriſtianos, Tet 
T.G. conſtrue -this to his ſenſe, if he 
can for his heart, Would any man in 
the World, who believed the Heathens 
ſupreme God to b: the Devil, have ſaid, 
either that rhe Chriftians now were Phi- 
lofophers, or the Philoſophers then Cab 
| Chr t- 
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Chriſtians : 1. e. that thoſe who aſſerted 
that God, and thoſe who {aid, the Devil 
were ſupreme Governour of the world, 
were f the ſame opinion. Which is 1o 
fooliſh, ſo ridiculous an aflertion, that I 
wonder to find T. G. reſolve to maintain 
it. And I nowdeſire you, or any man 
to judge whether the half dozen Fathers 
T. G. hath produced before Origez can 
amount to a Cowie of Oze. I have exer- 
ciſed great patience in examining theſe 
teſtimonies, and not after 7. G.'s way 
turned off all the reſt, becauſe ane was 
defeQtive ; and if you have any more 
that ſpeak to the point, I am content to 
give you all the ſatisfaction you can 
elire, provided they prove more than 
that in general, the Geptiles ſacrificed to 
Devils, which was never denied. 

R. P. T.G. produces the Teſtimonies 
of Enſebins, Athanaſius, S. Cyprian, S. 
Chryſoſtom, S. Hierom and others. 

P. D. To what purpole ? 

R. P. To prove that they were wicked 
* ſpirits who delighted in their worſhip aud 
” Gacrifices. 

P. D. Who ever denyed this ? Will 
T.G. quote the Fathers from one end to 
the other to prove that all men are ſin- 
#ers ? Name me thoſe who ſeem to 
{peak 
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ſpeak to the point, and I will anſwer 


them. 


; R. P. You cannot deny that Ar#0b:- 
us, Laftantins, and S. Auguſtin do Ipeak 
to the point about Jove being worſhipped 
25 the ſupreme God, will you hear 
them ? _ —_ 

P. D. Yes ; what have you to ſay 
more about them ? 

R. P. Arnobins ſaith, that Jupiter 
O. M. 7o whom the Capitol was Deaicatel 
was not the true omnipotent God : and La- 
fantins makes Jupiter the King of thoſe 
Celeſtial Gods, which the evil ſpirits 
feigned. 

P. D. Are not theſe the two perſons 
whom . Dr. Sr. goes about to excuſe for 
applying the Poerical Fables to Gupiter 
O. M.*? 

R. P. That ti a fine way of defending 
the Fathers, to take the parts of the Hea- 
thens againſt them ; as Dr. St. doth. 

P. D. He never doth it as to the 14: 
of the caſe, as to any of them ( which 
were to take the part of Ido/atry againſt 
Chriſtianity ;, W hich in my opinion, others 


are far more lyable to the guilt of than 
he) nor doth he charge any of them 
with wholly miſtaking the /ate of the 
Queſtion ; but heinftancethin two Rhe- 

fortctans 
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roricians ( who muſt be excuſed in many 
other things, as it were eaſie to ſhew) 


and he faith of them, that they could not | 


forbear giving a caſt of their former im- 
ployment in this matter. And when 
Dr. Sr. faith, we ought not to charge 
the Heathens with more than they were 
guilty of ; doth T. G. think we ought ? 
but Iam of another opinion, though we 
{hould grant their /upremze God to be a 
Devil, for we ought togive the Devil his 
due. 

R. P. But what ſay you to S. Avgnſtin 
whom Dr. S:. repreſents as the moſt 
baffled by the Feathers in this point ? Is 
not this kind of procedure more ſuitable to 
the deſizn of Julian, than of the Reforma- 
tion ? 

P. D. Cannot a man write againſt 
your [dolatry, but he muſt be ano- 
ther Julian ? j.e, a man cannot write 
like a Chriſtian, but he muſt be an 
Apoſtate, Are you the *ozly Chriſtans 
in the world ? and your peculiar 
doarines the only Chriſtianity ? If it 
be, it is a Chriſtianity, which the Chri- 
ſtian Church never knew in its beſt 
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Ages ; a Chriſtianity never taught by | 


but for S. Au- 


Chriſt nor his Apoſtles. 
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auſtin, Ido not find that Dr. S:. thinks 
um in the leaſt baffled in this matter ; 
but being a learned and ingenuous man, 
he faith, that he quitted the argument from 
the Poetical Fables concerning Japiter, and 
reduced the controverlie to its true point, 
about the 1do/atry committed in the wor- 
ſhip of 7»feriour Deities, But what an 
2h of calumniating had ſeized T. G. 
when he could not hold from paralleling 
Dr. Sr. with Jul:az meerly for giving an 
account of the /fate of the Controverſie 
about Jdolatry, as it was managed by 
S. Auguſtin ? 

R. P. This leads us into another 
weighty ſubject, viz. oz what account the 
Fathers charged the Heathens with Ido- 
latry. 

_«P.D. I grant itis fo, andtends very 
much to the right underſtanding the na- 
ture of it. And what account doth 
T7.G. give of it? 

_ R.P.1I affure you T.G. ſhews him- 
felf to be a man very well verſed in the 
Fathers, and ſeems to have them at his 
Fingers ends ; nay, he hath ſuch great 
plenty of them, that they ſerve him not 
only for freight but for ballaſt too ; fillin 
his Mareext as well as his ag Nut 
them ; 
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them : and had he not ſtudied brevity, he 


might have outdone the Dr. himſelf 2 Da. pi 


being Voluminonus. 

P. D. No doubt of it ; if he had a 
mind to produce all that the Fathers ſay 
on the ſubjet of Heathez Idolatry ; but 
let us pare off all impertinencies which 
tend only to amuſe and confound a Rea- 
der, and keep cloſe to our ſubjet. Tell 
me on what account T. G. faith, the Fa- 
thers did charge the Heathens with 1do- 
latry. | | 
_ R, P. Tſuppoſe it may be reduced to 
theſe following. (1.) 12 worſhipping 
their Images for Gods. (2.) In worſhip- 
ping a multitude of falſe Gods, (3.) In 
worſhipping the Creatures and not the Crea- 
' tor. And as to every one of theſe he 
ſhews how falſe Dr. $:.*s parallel is of 
the Heathen Idolatry and the worſhip pra- 
iſed and allowed in our Church. 

P.D. I pray begin with the #-/# of 
theſe ; and let us hear what. account 
T.G. gives of the Heathen Idolatry in 
the Worſhip of Images. 

. R. P. The Images, he ſaith, were ereed 
to th: memory of dead men, who the people 
out of flattery or affection had placed in Hea- 
ven ; but evil Spirits as it were incorpora- 
ted themſelves in thoſe Images ; and by 
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working ſtrange things about thoſe who wor- 
(hipt them, they gained the reputation of 
Goas ; and conſequently the Images were 
held to be Gods, and worſhipped as ſuch. 

P.D. T am far from being ſatisfied 
with this account of the Heather Idolatry 
in the Worſhip of Images. For when a 
man pretends to give an account of a 
thing, there are three things he ought to 
regard; Firſt, that it be fu; Secondly, 
that it be clear and diſtizft ; Thirdly, 
that it be gezeral, But I ſhall ſhew you, 
that this account fails in all thoſe partt- 
culars, and withall that it doth not clear 

the Image worſhip of the Roman Church. 
(r.) That it isnot f//, becauſe it ſup- 
poſes all their 1do/2tryas to Images tolye 
1m taking the [mazes of Deified men for 
Gods on the account of the preſence of evil 
Spirits iathem, But I find another rea- 
{on alledged out of the Fathers againſt 
the Worſhip of Images by Dr. St. which 
T.G. takesno notice at all of ; v/2. that 
Image Worſhip was very unſuitable to the 
Divize Nature, as well as repuanant to the 
Witll of God ; and although the latter 
reaſon may ſeem to hold only for thoſe 
who received the Scriptures, yet the for- 
mer doth extend to all mankind. For he 
ſhews from the Fathers, that Zero =_ 
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Sroick, Antiſthenes, Xenophon, Numa and 
others condemned the Worſhip of Images 
on this account, becauſe they were a diſpa- 
ragement of the Divine Nature, And 
for this, he produces the Teſft/20nies of 
Clemens Alexandrinns, Juſtin Martyr, A- 
thenavoras, Origen, Lattantins and many 
others. Is this account true, or falſe ? 
if falſe, why is it not proved tobe lo ? 
if true, why 1s it not allowed ? Is this 
fair or honeſt dealing, in pretending to 
an{wer, and not taking notice of the main | 
objections ; or to give account of the 
Fathers opinions of this matter, and to 
lay not one word to all this? But it 1s 
one thing to write an Azſver to a Book, 
and another to write a Book which muſt 
paſs for an Anſwer. 

(2.) This account 1s not c/ear and 
diſtiaf, For it doth not expreſs whe- 
ther it were [dolatry or not, to worſhip 
Imazes, where there was no 7zcorporation 
ſuppoſed of evil Spirits, nor doth it ſhew 
how it could be [dc/atry on that ſuppoſi- 
tion. Ido not deny, that there was ſuch 
an opinion among the Heatherns, that 
Spirits might poſſeſs Images, and be izcor- 
porated with them ; but I ſay this was a 
particular opinion, and not the cexeral be- 
lief. For Hermes, from whom S. Ax- 
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guſtin gives the moſt exact account of 
this hypotheſis ( from the A4ſclepian Dia- 

logue) looks upon it as a Divine and pe- 

culiar art of drawing inviſible Spirits into 

Images in ſuch a manner as to animate 
them ; and thereby making Gods. Which, 

he faith, zs the moſt wonderful of all won- 
ders, that it ſhould be in mens power to 
make Gods, Not by —_— the D:- 
vine Being ; but by ſo writing it to the 
Tmage, as to make that a fit object for di- 
vine worſhip. But you of the Church of 
Rome pretend todo as much as this comes 
to with five words ; and ſomewhat more, 
for you pretend to annihilate a ſubſtance 
which they did not : but as to the main 
wonder, yours1s of the ſame nature, viz. 
lo to unite the Divinity to the ſpecies of 
Bread and Wine, as to make them together 
a fit obje&t for divine worſhip. And there- 
fore 7.G. doth not atall clear the ature 
of Idolatry,as to Images, by ſuch an Hy- 
potheſis which doth juſtifie the Worſhip of 
Images upon his own grounds. For this 
principle being ſuppoſed, that God was 
really ncorporated in the Image, it was as 
lawtul for them to Worſvip that Image, 
as for you to Worſhip the Hoſt. If you 


iay, thoſe were evil Spirits, and not the true 
God, that doth not clear the matter. For 
| | We 
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weare not now diſputing whether they 
were good or bad Spirits which were in 
thoſe Images ; but on what account they 
were charged with 1do/atry in the Wor- 
ſhip of Images. If it were for worſhipping 
their Images as Gods on the account of one 
of their Gods being incorporated 1x the 
Image, this I {ay, is no account at all on 
T.G.'s principles : for then ſuch an age 
was as fit an object of worſhip, on their 
ſuppoſition, as the adoration of the Hoſt 
15 on yours. So that this is rather a clear- 
ing the Worſhip of Images from the charge 
of Idolatry among the Heathens, than 
giVINg any account of it : all the 1dolatry 
inthis caſe lying in the worſhip of Ev:/ 
Spirits, and not in the Worſhip of Images. 
(3.) This Account 1s not gezeral as to 
the Hearhens. For many and thoſe the 
moſt learned among them declared, har 
they did not take their Images for Gods ; 
as Dr. $7. proved in Iis F:r/f Book, not 
barely from the Teſtimonies of the Hea- 
thens, but from the Fathers too; which 
paſſages he repeated and urged againſt 
T.G.1n his Defence. And among others he 
produced theTeſtimony of Exſcbinsſpeak- 
ing of the Heathens in general, who faith, 
they did not look on their Images as Gods ; 
andof him, T. 6G. faith, that zo man un- 
EC 4 derſtood 
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derſtood the Heathens Principles better, 
And yet after all this, T. G. hopes to have 
it paſs for a good account of the Heathers 
Tdolatry as to Images, that they took their 
Images tor Gods. 

( 4. ) This Account doth not clear the 
practice of your Church in the Worſhip of 
Images. 

R. P. There I am ſure you are mti- 
taken. For do we take our Images for 
Gods? And T7. G. well obſerves, that 
when the Fathers ſpake againſt the Worſhip 
of Images, from their wileneſs and impo- 
tency ; they did not found their arguments 
mmeerly on the matter of the Images, and the 
Art of the Artiſicers, but upon theſe two 
conditions conjoyntly taken, viz. that they 
were held to be Gods and yet were made of 
ſuch materials ; whereas we do not believe 
our Images to be Gods, nor worſhip them as 
ſuch, as the Heathens did. For the Conncil 
of Trent declares that it believes no Divi- 
nity in them, for which they ought to be 
worſhipped. . 

P. D. This 15 the utmoſt which can 


' be ſaid in you Defence ; and to ſhew 


you how far this is from clearing your 
Worſhip of Images, I ſhall contider, 
(1.) The torce of the Fzthers arguments. 
(2,) The difterence of the Heathens opi- 
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nions from yours as to the D:winity of 
Imaces. And if their arguments be ſuch 
as equally hold againſt your praCtiſes ; 
and your anſwers do not really differ 
from theirs; then the parallel will hold 
good between your Idolatry and theirs in 
this particular. 

x. For the force of the Fathers argu- 
ments ; the thing to be conſidered is, whe- 
ther they held only 7 conjunttion with be- 
lieving their Images to be Gods, W hat con- 
nexion was there between this Hypothe- 
(is, and the diſparagement which Images did 
7mply to the Divine Nature ? For this was 
wholly onthe account of repreſentation ; 
(and this is the great argument the Fa- 
thers inſiſt upon.) The infinite diſtance 
between God and the Work of mens hands ; 
the diſproportion that dull and ſenſeleſs mat- 
ter, however Carved and Adorned doth bear 
to a Divine Majeſty : that no Image of God 
ought tobe worſhipped ; but what is what he 
is ;:1.C. his Eternal Son; the light of Na- 
ture teaching men that it was greater purity 
of Worſhip, greater reverence to the Deity, 
lefs danger of errour to mankind to worſhip 
God without an Image ; are all arguments 
uſed and preſſed by the Fathers againit the 
Worſhip of Images ; which have their 
full ſtrength and torce ſuppoſing nothing, 
Were 
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were intended beyond bare repreſentati- 
. on. What think you of the C _ Church 

condemning the Carpocratians tor worſhip- 

ing an Image of Chriſt ? Did they be- 
Rive Chriſt incorporated 1n that Image too ? 
Or did Epiphanizs believe him to be ſo in 
the Image on the Veil, or the Council of 
Elvira in the Pidures upon Walls ? By 
all which we ſee what numbers of ar- 
guments the Fathers uſed againſt the 
Worſhip of Images, which have no relati- 
on at all to the believing their Images to 
be Gods. Beſides, ſeveral other argu- 
ments they uſed which would loſe their 
force upon this ſuppoſition; as thoſe taken 
from the meanreſs of ſubjeiting onr ſelves 
to wile and ſenſeleſs Images ; and all the 
enforcements drawn from the »atter and 
form of them ; which would have no 
great ſtrength if this had been the gene- 
ral belief of the Heathers, that the God 
whom they worſhipped was incorporated in 
the Image : and therefore why might not 
he be worſhipped thereby, as well as 
God incarnate in humane nature, notwith- 
ſtanding all the vileneſs and contempti- 
bleneſs of our Fleſh ? | 

2. Asto the difference between them 
and you about the Divizity of Images, T 
d9 grant, that your Charch doth in terms 
declare 
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declare againſt it. And ſon probability 
would a Council of the Wiſer Heathens 
have done ; as appears by the Teſtimo- 
nies of Celſus, Fulian, Maximus Tris 
and many others, But when men art- 
tribute ſuch divine effefts, as miraculous 
cures to Images, what can they believe but 
there is fome Dzvizzty either in or about 
them ? And whenthis is afſigned as the 
reaſon of the WW, orſhip of ſuch an Image, 
as at Loretto, or Mointagne, or elſewhere; 
and of the mighty reſort thither on that 
account ; what 1s this but to believe ſuch 
Divinity to bein or about them ? which 
doth inhance the peoples Devotion to 
them. And this was the general per- 
ſwaſion of the Heathens ; not, that there 
was an Hypoſtatical union between the 
Deity and the Image by incorporation : but 
that there was a vertual and powe? ful pre- 
ſence of the Deity in and about the Image 
by reaſon of its Dedication. And upon 
this account of a more peculiar preſexce 
of the Deity after conſecration, and be- 
caule Divine Worſhip was given to them, 
it was that the Heathen Images were 
called Gods. According to Mizucins his 
account of the Imige-God ; Quando igitur 
hic naſcitur * ecce funditur, fabricatur, ſcal- 
pitur , nondum Dems eft : ecce plumbatur con- 
| ſtruitur, 
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ftruitur, erigitur ; nec adhuc Dems eſt : ecce 
ornatur, conſecratur, oratur ; tunc poſtremo 
Dews eft,cum homo illum volutt & dedicavit, 
From which it appears, it was ſolemn 
dedication and divine worſhip which made 
the Heathen Images to be looked on as 
Gods. And on theſe accounts the Scr;- 
pture as well as Fathers call the Heathen 
Idols by the name of Gods, in the places 
produced by T.G. As, when they are 
{41d to be molten Gods, Lev. 19. 4. And 
the Gods of the Nations are Idols, Wa. 44. 
16,17, &c. Where St. Hrerom oblerves, 
that the reſidue thereof is made a God, 
when the maker worſhips what he has made ; 
and begs for help from the work of his own 
hands. And in this ſenſe I grant the 
Heathens did make their Images Goas ; 
and ſo do all thoſe who give D:vine Wor- 
ſhip to them. 

R. P. But Dr. $S:. ſeems to ſay, that 
there never were any ſuch fools in the World 
who worſhipped their Images as Gods : which 
T.G. proves abundantly from plain and 
expreſs words of Scriptrre. 

P. D. By the very ſame I have men- 
tioned already : and which in the former 
Aenſe Dr. Sz. never denied. All that he 
faith, is this, As though there ever had 
been ſuch Fools in the world, to ſay there 
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was no other God beſides their Images : 


and as I remember he quotes Maimonides, p. 124: 


faying there were none ſuch. Bur if 
T. G. can find out ſuch Fools in the 
world, by my conſent , he {hall have 
the begging of them. 


Daal. p; 
R. P. T. G. grants there were ſome of _ P 


the wiſer Heathens, who did not worſhip "= 
their Images as Gods, but the Deities re- 
preſented by them : againſt theſe the Fathers 
prove at large, that they were but men 
whom they commonly worſhipped, and ſome 
of the worſt of” men. 

- P. D. Wherein did the ature of this 
Tdolatry lye ? In worſhipping bad men 
inſtead of good ? or in giving divine wor» 
ſhip to any men ? | 

R.P. You are ſo troubleſome , that 
you will not let a man ſhew his skill in 
the Fathers, but you interrupt him with 
{uch idle queſtions. 

P. D. I have a mind to bring you to 
our buſineſs; for nothing is more eafie 
than to tell long ſtories of the Heather 
Idolatries out of the Fathers, IT muſt 
preſs you again to tell me, wherein the 
zature of this Idolatry conſiſted. 

R. P. I ſhall defire you as you are a 
lover of Truth, to anſwer me ingenu- 
ouſly but this one queſtion, which I take 
to 
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to be very material towards the true un- 
derſtanding the nature of Idolatry, viz. 
whether you do not think that the Heathens, 
at leaſt the generality of them did not ac- 
knowledge and worſhip more Gods than one ? 

P. D. I will anſwer you as freely as 
you can deſire, provided you anſwer me 
another queſtion which I take to be as 
material, viz. whether the gererality of 
the Heathens did not worſhip Dezfied 
men ? | 

R. P. What need you ask that, when 
I have told you already ? T. G. takes a 
great deal of pains to prove it from many 
Teſtimonies of the Fathers : asT was about 
to have ſhewed when you interrupted 
me ; becarſe the places -4 their birth were 
known and their Sepulchres extant, &C. 

P. D. I pray remember this; and 
now ask what queſtions you pleaſe. 

\ R. P. I fee you have no mind to an- 
{wer : but T. G. proves 72at the gemera- 
lity of the Heathens did believe them, 
whom they publickly worſhipped, to be truly 
and properly Gods, and not only in names 
or by way of participation. | 

P. D. But have you forgotten already, 
what you ſo lately told me, that T. G. 
proved that the gezerality of the Heathens 
did worſhip Deifi:d-men ? and that theſe 
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were their Gods ; viz. Jupiter, Saturn, 
Juno, Miculapius, &c. I pray conſider, 
were theſe their Gods or not ? 

R. P. Doubtleſs they were; for T.G. 
hath plainly demonſtrated it from the Fa- 
thers. 

P. D. And were thoſe who were on- 
ly Deified-men, truly and properly Gods and 
ot by way of participation ? 

R. P. Iconfeſs you ſtagger me, ſure- 
ly T. G. did not lay theſe two aſſertions 
together, that the Heathen Gods were or:- 
ginally men, and y*t were truly and proper- 
ly Gods ; but he proves this later afſerti- 
on, that Tam ure of. 

P. D. So you were but juſt now of 
the former ; however theſe contradict 
each other, let us hear his proofs of this 
later, which is not ſo true as the former. 


 R. P. Firſt, The whole Chriſtian world Dial. p. 
till Dy. St. did ever condemn the Heathens 406+ 


of Polytheiſm. 

P.D. Andſo doth hetoo. Only he 
doth not believe Deified-mez to be 1nde- 
pendent Deities. They were Gods as they 
gave them not barely the zame and 7:tle 
of Gods; but as they ſuppoſed them zo 
be admitted into ſome ſhare in admniſtring 
the affairs of the world ; and had therefore 


Divine Worſhip given unto them. y 
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R. P. Secondly, The Heathens accuſed 
the Chriſtians of Atheiſm, becauſe they de- 
nied them to be Gods who were publickly 
worſhipped. 

P. D. The Heathens did not believe 

there wasany ſuch God who diſallowed 
the worſhip of any other Gods beſides him ; 
and therefore when they found the Chr-- 
ftians utterly reject their worſhip, they 
charged them with Atheiſm. But 1s not 
this an admirable way of reaſoning , 
from the Heathens objections againſt . L 
Chriſtians ? Might he not prove as well 
that the Chriſtians God had Aſſes ears, 
that they eat Children, that they had pro- 
miſcuous Conjunttions , &Cc. for all theſe 
were objected by the Heathens, as well 
as Atheiſm ? And Athenagoras whon1 
T. G. cites, ſhews what kind of Gods 
thoſe were, whom the Chriſtians rejet- 
ed, inthe very beginning of his .4polozy, 
\uch as Hefor, Helena, Agamemnon , 
Erittheus, &c. and becauſe the Chriſtians 
rejected ſuch Deities they were accu- 
led of Atheiſm ; but doth this prove 
Hefor , and Agamemnon to have been 
Original and Independent Gods ? 

R. P. Thirdly, They perſecuted the Chri- 
ſtians to death,and they willinaly ſuffered it, 
for maintaining there was but one only true 

| Goa, 
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| God, who deſerved Divine Honour to be 
given to him. 

P. D. Very true. Becauſe they 
thought it unlawful to give Divine 
Worſhip to any Creature whatſoever. 
But did not the Heathens require D:- 
vine Worſhip to be given to Deified-men ? 

R. P. Fourthly, They eretted Temples, 
inſtituted Prieſts, and appointed Sacrifices 
to be offered to them. | 

P. D. That is, they gave them D-- 
vine Worſhip, and what then ? they did 
{o to Deified-men, ſaith T. 6G. 

R. P. Fifthly, The Fathers bring infi- 
nite arguments to prove that thoſe whom 
the Heathens called Gods , were not really 
and truly Gods ; which had been a ſuper flu- 
ous labour, if the Heathens had not belie- 
ved as well as called them Goas. 

P. D. And did not the ſame Fathers 
bring izfinite arguments to prove that 
theſe Gods were but men ? Their deſign 
was to ſhew that nothing but what was 
truly and eſſentially God, could deſerve 
Divine Worſhip ; which their v#lgar 
Gods were ſo far from being, that they 
were meer men, and ſome of the worlt 
tO0. 
R. P. Sixthly, Many of thoſe who wrote 
againſt the Heathens had been ſuch them- 
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fctves ; and therefore would not charge then 


with more than they were guilty of in this 
matter. 

P. D. Thoſe werethe very men T. G. 
cited 70 prove their Gods had been Mex, 
aud hid Fathers and Mothers, and Unites 
and Aurts as other Mortals have. 

R. P. Seventhly, The Devils perſva- 
ded moſt of the Heathens that th:y were 
Gods, as St. Auguſtin ſaith, by their falla- 
cious ſigns and predictions. | 

P. D. St. Aug»ſtin ſpeaks of their 49- 
7321108 over mankind by reaſon of Idolatry 
which might have been, although the 
Heathezas had only worſhipped Derficd 
ze ; but I grant, that the Heathens did 
give d/v/ne worſhip to Demons too; whom 
lome believed to be zztercefſors betw-er 
the Gods and Men ; carrying up our prayers 
to them, ani vrinzing down their help to us : 
as he there expreſſeth it ; and others 
thought them tobe Gods, 1.e. a ſuperi- 
our kind of Spirits ; however all agreed 
in giving divize honour to them. But 
thoſe who believed them to be Gods, 7. c. 
of a hizher rank than the ſubſervieat Da- 
22035, did not ſuppoſe them to be /elf- 
exiſtent and independent Deities, bat to 
tave received their being by participa- 
tion trom. God ; and ſuppoſing- them 
good, 
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good, St. Aguſtin thinks their notion of 
them not much different from what 
Chriſtians have of Angels : and that it 
was a controverlie about a name , whe- 
ther they be called Gods or not ; but he is 
tar from thinking it ſo, whether Divine 
worſhip were ta be giuen to them? For this 
he utterly denies , it being inconliftent 
with the Chriſt:an Religion, as he proves 
1m the beginning of his tenth Book. 
From whence it appears, that the Con- 
troyerlie. was not about the za-ze of Goas ; 
but about: giving Divine Worſhip to any 
Creature, For St. Argu/tiz would allow 
them to call them Gods, it they reſer- 
ved Divine worſhip as peculiar to God; 
but if they did give this to them, it was 
no excule to call them A4zce!s, or nfer:- 
our Gods ; as the Platonifts did. And 
when he ſaith, the Devils had perſivaded 
the greateſt part of mankind by their lyins 
wonders that they were Gods : his meaning 
is no more than that they were good Sp:- 
rits ; which he faith, Apuleins and others 
obſerving them more 'narrowly found they 
were not, but a ſort of malicious and de- 
_ ceitful beinas ; notwithſtanding which; he 
faith, theſe agreed with the reſt in giving 
divine worſhip ta them. So that whatever 
men do give Divine Worſhip to ;. that 
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they do make a God of, whatſoever no- 
tion they have of its Original, and re- 
ceiving Being from another. 

R. P. Eighthly, Thewiſeſt of the Hea- 
thens not only concurred with the vulgar 
in the external prattice of worſhipping many 
Gods, but looked on it as a point of State- 
policy, not to let the people know that they 
were 9 Gods whom they worſhipped, 

P. D. And what then I beſeech you ? 
They were rather willing to maintain 
1dolatry, than to hazard the diſturbance 
of Government ; therefore the Gods 
whom they worſhipped were truely and 
properly Gods, All that follows from 
hence 1s, that there were many follies 
and ſuperſtitions among the people, 
which they thought better to let them 
alone in , than torun the hazard of all 
by a change ; that the Poets, and Pain- 
ters, and Statuaries had tainted the Re- 
ligion of the YVulgar with falſe and un- 
worthy notions of their Gods ; and 


. would infpite of Laws repreſent their 
\Gods in the publick Sports doing things 


unfitting for men to do or ſee; that 
al they thoaght it were much 
better ro have theſe things redrefſed, yet 
they had ſo much greater regard to the 
ſafety of the Government than to the ho- 
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our of Religion, that they choſe rather 
to let things ſtand as they found them ; 
and to joyn with the people in the ſame 
Acts of publick worſhip,retaining their opi- 
nions to themſelves. But we ſhall have 
occaſion to diſcourſe of theſe wiſer mer 
afterwards. 

R. P. I have one thing yet more to 
lay, which I am ſure ought and will 
weigh with you more than all the reſt. 

P. D. So it will, if it weighs any 
thing at all. 

R. P. It tis, that God himſelf forbids the 
Jews to have any other Gods beſides him : 
and yet he doth wot forbid the name of Gods 
to be given both to Angels and Men. 

P. D. Is this the weighty obſervati- 
on? the bit reſerved to cloſe up the ſto- 
mach with ? God doth allow I grant 
the name of Gods to be given to Crea- 
tures; but where doth heallow Divize 
worſhip interpal or external to be given to 
any other Being beſides himſelf? Whe- 
ther Angels, or Stars, or Elements , Or 
whatſoever creature it be, to give that 
worſhip to it, which is due only to God, 
is to make other Gods beſides him , and 
= I thought had been agreed on all 
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| R. P. Tf they give Divine Worſhip #0 


lany one of theſe as an pbſolite Deity, as 


T. G. well obſerves ; and not if they re- 


fer the worſhip they give to them to the 


#xpe God. 


/ P. D. What means the pivinz aivine 


worſhip AS TO AR abſolute Deity * Is it to fup- 
poſe that which they worſhip zo be 1ru- 
ly and properly God, as T. G. farth ? That 
15 to ſuppoſe it, 207 70 be a Creature, And 
upon this ground thoſe who ſuppoſed 


\ the Spirits, or Stars, or Elements to be 


\ 


Creatures could not be guilty of Idolatry 
in the Worſhip of them : and 1o the 
greateſt part of the Heather World will 
be excuſed from it. Or 3s it *o give dj- 
wine worſhip to the Creatures without any 
reſpect to God the Maker of the World and 
of all things in it ? But then either they 


did at tliat time believe him to be the 
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Maker of thofe Beings, or they did not : 
i they did, either they worſhipped them 


as created, Or AS wncrented beings ; if as 


created beings, how could they wholly paſs 
' by theCreator ? tf as warcrented, how conld 


they at the ſame time belicvethem to be 
created by ym - 
R. P. T.G. was aware of this, for he 


puts the queſtion concerning the Hea- 


thens, how thoſe who actuont.aged one Su- 
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preme Being, conld think any others to be 
truely and properly Gods beſides him ? And 
he refolves it thus, that the r-nerality of 


% 


the Heathens had no clear ans 4:1 515 p15 
tron of one Supreme Beinz ; vat only th. 
Wiſcr Philoſophers. 

P. D. By thisanſwer,none but the 4»! 
and ſtupid vntzar could be guilty of Id+ 
latry, fuch who believed ( if any did ) 
there were noother Gods beſi1es their Tma- 
ges ; or if there were, they never conli- 
dered more, than that they were all cal- 
led Gods alike, and they knew no diftin- 
tion between one Chief and the reſt ; but 
if they happened to ſuppoſe oe Supreme 
and the others ale by {1/z2, as I have 
ſhewed from Tertnlliaz they generally 
did, then they are free from 14-/:7ry in 
all acts of worſhip performed with that 
Opinion, © For if 1delatry doth ſuppoſe a 
belief of »2m7e Gods than one truly and pro- 
perly ſo called, then all thoſe who did own 
and acknowledge one firff c::fe from 
whence all other beings were derived, 
could not be guilty of it, and conſc- 
quently all thoſe who had the true 
knowledge of God could not commit 
Tolatry : becauſe they could not at the 
1ame time believe but oe rruc Vod, and 
many true Gods. 
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And if the true potion of Iauary doth 
conſiſt i» believing and worſhipping wany 
Gods truely and properly ſo called ; then 
let us ſee how many of the Heathens 
will ſtand clear from the guilt of it. 

(1.) Allthoſe who worſhipped Dei- 
fied menand believed them to be ſuch, al- 
though they gave them the worſbip pro- 
per to true Gods. For as long as they 
did not think them to be ſuch, it could 
not be real Idolatry : and fo Cicero, Varro 
and Sexeca, and the reſt of the Wife 
Stateſmen will be excuſed. 

( 2.) All thoſe who believed Izfer:- 
our Gods having; their firſt being from 
one Srpreme ; as'the ancient Poets, Pla- 
r0nifts and many others, 

(3-) All thole who worſhipped the 
parts of the World \with wo” to one 
God, as the Stoicks and others. 

( 4. ) All thoſe who oppoled Chritiza 
aity upon this _ that although there 


were but oue Supreme God, yet other s 


might receive divine worſhip together with 
4: ; and upon this principle the moſt 
birter enemies of ChriGianity diſputed , 
viz, Celſuns, Porphyrins), Hierocles, Jul. = 
» an, Maximmnmns, Spmmachit a others. And 
70 6wn 1t not to be Japlatry to give d- 


/ze wor(hinto created beings ſuppoſing 
| them 
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them not to be owned to be trnely and 
properly Goas , 1s 1n plain terms to give 
up the Cauſe of Chriſtianity againſt Hea- 
then Idolatry. And this I infiſt upon as 
the main argument in this matter : and 
deſire you or T. G. or any one elſe to an- 
ſwer it. Dr. St. hath made it evident 
from the Teſtimonies of Celſis , Julian 
and the modern Platoniſts, that the Diſpute 
about Jdolatry, between them and the 
Chriſtians was not, whether there were 
only one God truely and properly fo called, 
and others only by. participation from him ; 
for this they yielded : but the queſtion 
was, whether upon that ſuppoſition that 
they were izferiour and ſubſervient Gods, 
they might not have divine worſhip gi- 
ven to them ina degree ſuitable to their 
excellencies? And upon this point the 
hinge of the Controverſte turned. Ei- 
ther the Chriſtians were right in con- 
demning ſuch Worſhip for Tdolatry, or 
not ? If not, the Cayſe of Chriſtianity is 
given up to Celſus and Julian; if they 
were in the right, then 7do/atry doth not 
lie zz believing and worſhipping many Gods 
properly and truely ſo called, but 1n giving 
divine worſhip to ary Creature whatſoever. 
And why did not T. G. anſwer to thus, 
which was the moſt material point of all 
others ? 
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others? but run out into long diſcourſes 
of the Tenorance of the vulgar Heathen 
( which no man doubts any more than 
the Igrorance of vulzar Papiſts; although 
I hope not to the ſame degree) con- 
cerning the true God. And yet we could 
tell him of another ſort of Srateſmer, 
who love to keep the People in Tanoraxce, 
leſtthey ſhould by the help of the Scr:- 
ptures lee too far into theſe matters, 
And ſome of your own Church have told 
us that they could find no difference between 
the common peoples opinion of Saints, and 
what the Heatheas had of their Gods. And 
thus the parallel holds good ſtill. Burt 
the common people though more grols 
in their apprehenſions and do commit 
greater follies in their practices, may yet 
be ſafer in their Igoraxce, than thoſe 
who ought to inform them better. But 
when we enquire what # lawful , we 
muſt not run to the practices or OP1107S 
of the walgar, as T.G. doth here; but 
to the fate of the caſe as it was mana- 
ged by thoſe who be/t underſtood it. And 
they did not put it upon that iffue 
whether it were lawful to worſhip many 1n- 
depenaent Deities ; but whether it were 
lawful to give Divine worſhip to any crea- 
ied beings, on the account of that power and 
authority 
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authority which God had put into their 
hands? And if this were not Iaplatry, 
C elſes and Jultan thought Heatheniſm 
juſtified, and the doctrine of Chriſtianity 
overthrown; and ſodid Origen, S. Cyril, 
and S. Auguſtin too. 

(5.) The modern 1dolaters will be 


excuſed too, if the yature of Tavlatry 


doth conſiſt in a »ltitudeof independent 
Deities, or of Gods truely and properly fo 
called. 'For Dr. S:. hath proved abun- 
dantly, that the Eaſtern, Weſtern, Sou- 
thern and Northern Nations, which are, 
or have been charged with Ido/atry by 
the Roman Church, do own one Supreme 
God, and others as inferiour Deities. And 
this he chiefly proves from the Teſt;mo- 

f the Roman Church who 
have been ſent as M//ioxers to convert 
them from their Idolatrry, And what 
faith T.G. to that ? 

R. P. Truely he had forpotten to ſpeak 
t0 it, but a Friend of his puttin him in 
mind of it , he hath added ſomething by 
way of Appendix about it ; to ſhew how un- 
neceſſary it was to ſpeak 10 7t, 

P. D. All in good time : but it was 
well the Printer informed him of two or 
three vacant leaves too, or elſe we might 
have wanted thoſe rare obſervations. 
But 
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But why ſo unneceſſary to anſwer an argu- 
ment of that conſequence ? which to my ap- 
prehenſion hath effetually overthrown 
this hypotheſis of T. G. that Idolatry lies 
in the eſteem and worſhip of many Gods 
truely and properly fo called ; for if that 
were the general ſuppo{iion that Idola- 


ters went upon, that r1ere was oe Su- | 


 preme and many interiour Deities, as 
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Dr. S:. hath proved of the * 4rahzarns, 
f Perſians, * Brachmans ( who are ſhew- 
ed to have no o:4er + eſteern of the znfe- 
riour Deities than you have of your 
Saints, and that they give only a rela- 
tive worſhip to them, and to their 1m24- 
ges ) and of the very * Tartars and 
iWeſt-Indians, and * Northern Idolaters ; 
how then can T. G. hope to make it ap- 
pear to any man of common ſenſe that 
the nature of Idolatry lies in the worſhip- 
ping many independent Gods? It T.G, 
were ſent upon a Mi//ion to them , I 
would fain know by what arguments 
he could convince any of theſe of 1dola- 
try ? T. G. charges them with Ido/atry 
for worſhippins many Gods truely and pro- 
perly ſo called; they deny it, and ſay they 
worſhip only one Supreme and others in ſub- 
ordination to him, what hath T. G. fur- 


ther to ſay? Will he tell chem, he 
knows 
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knows better what they do, than they 
do themſelves ? I ſay therefore it is im- 
poſſible upon T. G.'s principles to con- 
vince theſe Heathens of Idolatry, But 
there is another thing, I think, very 
material in this Diſcourſe concerning 
the modern Idolaters; which is, T. G. 
inſinuates, that although ſome few of the 
wiſer ſort of” Heathens might underſtand 
the difference between the Supreme God and 
inferiour Deities, yet the generality of the 
People did not; and ſo might eaſily worſhip 
many Gods properly and truly ſo called : 
whereas by this D-ſcoarſe it appears that 
the difference between the ſupreme and 
inferiour Deities was a thing known and 
received among the moſt rude and bar- 
barous Nations. Andait 1s no great civi- 
lity towards the Greeks and Romans to 
imagine them tobe more ſortiſh Idolzters 
than. the Tartars and Weſt-Indiars. 1 
will confeſs freely to you, that I think 
there was not a more abſurd and impi- 
ous Scheme of Divinity extant in the moſt 
barbarous parts of the world, that are 
come to our knowledge , than the 
Poetical Theology of the Greeks and Ro- 
mans, if it be underſtood /zterally ; and 
therefore the common people who had 
the Poets in mighty eſteem, lay under 


great 
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oreat diſadvantages ; but. yet, the. Poeti- 
cal Fables being rejected by their Laws as 
well 2s by their Miſe Mea, and the Poets 
themſelves confeſſhinz oze Supreme God, 
but above all, the natural ſenſe of Conſci- 
exce, did keep up the Nation of oze God 
among the People, who was Lord over all, 
infomuch that upon any ſolemn occa- 
ſions they made their appeal to him, as 


122,1.1, the Fathers oblerve. Ladantivs ſaith, 
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ot only the Wiſe, but all farts of People 
confeſſed the unity of God ; even thoſe who 
ſeemed ta aſſert the multiplicity of Gods 
truely and properly ſo called ; for theſe 
are his words, Quod guia intellignnt ifts 
aſſertores Deorum ; ita eos preſſe ſinoulis 
rebrus ac partibus dicunt, ut tantum uns 
fit Reffor eximins. Jam ergo ceteri non 
Dij erunt, ſed ſatellites ac miniſtri ; quos 
ile unus maximits, 0 potens omaium offi- 
cits his prafectt, ut ipſt ejus imperio as nu- 
tibus ſerviant, Let T. G. conftrue this 
to the confuſion of his Hyporheſss , that 
the Heath, Idolatry lay in the worſbip of 
many Gods truely and properly ſo called : 
when even La&#artiz5 faith the contra- 
ry ſo expreſly : Thoſe cannot be Gods 
trucly and properly ſo called who are under 
the command of another ; and this is 
Laiftantins his own argument, Ergo Dy 
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non ſunt quos parere uni maximo Deo ne- 
ceſſitas cogit, And this truth, he faith, of 
the Unity of God u [0 plain, that no man 
can be ſo blind not ta diſcover ſo clear a 
light, Seneca inhis Exhortatioas quoted 
by Laftantins, calls the izferiour Gods, the 
ſervants to the Supreme ; —_— Regnt 
ſut Deos genuit : and the difference be- 
tween them and the holy Angels he places 
in this, that theſe would not be called Gods, 
nor be worſhipped as Gods : the former we 
ſee S. Auguſtiz makes nothing of, ſo that 
the true ground why the Heathens attri- 
buted Divizity to them, was becauſe 
they gave to them Divize Worſhip which 
the Chriſtians utterly refuled. The ſame 
Latantins ſaith, in general of the Rc- 
ans, that in any oreat diſtreſs they made 
their application to the ſupreme God, and 
prayed to him, and expected help from him, 
and beag'd relief” from others per ejus Di- 
vinum atq; unicum Numen ; and theſe 
beggars furely were ſome of the common 
ſort of people ; from whence it follows 
that the generality of the Heathez even 
among the Romaxs did not eſteem and 
worſhip zany Gods properly ſo called. 

R. P. But methinks, You ſeem to have 
forgotten T. G.*s Appendix about the-mo- 
dern Idolatry, as well as he had to write 
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about it, till he was put in mind by a 
friend. 

P. D. IT am not very apt to believe 
T. G. could forget ſo material a part of 
the DoQtours Book : but there was ſome 
other reaſon, for paſſing it over ; which 
it is not hard to conjecture. But I thank 
you for putting me to ask you, why he 
thought it ſo unneceſſary to ſpeak to it. 

R. P. Firſt, becauſe the Dotour reduces 
their worſhip to one of theſe two principles, 
cither that God hath committed the Govern- 
ment of the World to inferiour Deities ; 
or that God is the ſoul of the World : wow 
T. G. having proved that thoſe who do 
hold the latter principle are guilty of Ido- 
latry ; and thoſe who ho!d the former, of the 
exterionr profeſſron of it in concurring with 
the Vulovar in the external practice of their 
Hdolatry, it world have been bat actum 
agere to repcat the ſame things over ag11n. 

P. D. This is ſcarce atolerable ſhitt. 
For the great force of that diſcourſe, lay 
in twothings; (1.) The almoſt aniver- 
ſal conſeat of [dolaters that there was one 
ſupreme God, againlt T. Gs hypotheſis of 
many Gods truly and properly fo called. 
(2.) That all theſe were charged with 
Iaolatryby the Roman Church : and there- 
tore according tothe ſenſe of that, Idola- 
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try could not Iye iz worſhipping many in- 
dependent and abſolute Deities, But the 
prettieſt ſhift, is, that he had condemned the 
 Platoniſts for the exteriour practice of Ido- 
latry in concurring with the Vulgar, and 
therefore he need not ſpeak to whole N:- 
zions who agreed in that prixciple of 
Worſhip, and yet are charged with 14-- 
latry, If T were given to quoting ends 
of Yerſes I would cry, riſum teneates 
amict. | 

R. P. Secondly, the force of the Parallel 
lies in Citations. | 

P. !> And what then ? ought he not . 
to examine and diſprove them : | 

R. P. Noſuch matter : he hath found 
out a far better away than that ; he 
proves that Dr. St. hath forfeited all right 
of being believed in things of that kizd. 

P. D. Commend me to T. G. for ſhift- 
ing. This is really the notableſt trick 1 
ever met with. He finds abundance of 
Authors quoted both new and old, 'to 
prove ſomething he doth not like. 
What ſhould he do? Muſt he ſearch and 
examine them, one by one ? no, that is 
intolerable ; and how if they prove true ? 
Therefore the only way 1s to fay, he h:th 
loft all credit in his citations. Which 1s as 
much as to ſay, he deſerves to ſtand in 
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the Pillory for ſubornins Witneſſes, and 
why ſhould he be credited in any thing 
he ſaith ? But this is a very high accuſati- 
0, and T.G. in common Lafice is bound 
to prove it, or elſe he delerves thg, ſame. 
infos himſelf. 

 R.P. Yes, heproves it, by his zotor:- 
ous miſrepreſenting and corrupting the Fa- 
thers. | 

P. D. I think T have ſufficiently 
cleared the DoQtours iztegrity and faith- 
fulneſs therein; but Tam ſure you cannot 
{o well clear T.G. from bearing falſe 
Witneſs againſt his Brother. 

R. P. But hegives one inſtance in this 
caſe, viz. a teſtimony of Trigautius where- 
7n he tranſlates, certum Triadis modum 
inducit quo tres Deos in unum deinde 
Numen coaleſcere fabulatur. T hey wor- 
ſhip the Trinity after a certain manner, with 
an Image having three heads and one Body. 
T. G. ſaith, az ordinary Reader will here 
find neither Head nor Foot. | 

P.D. That is very ſtrange, when 
therearethree, But muſt T. G.'s quib- 
bledeſtroy all Dr. $:.'s credit? Any one 
that reads 7 rjgautizes will find he exaQtly 
expreſſed his ſenſe ; but our Dionyſeus 
will make him conſtrue word for word, 
or elſe he mult be ſet in the Pillory, for 
| | {uborning | 
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ſyborning Teſtimonies. Methinks this 
favours a little too much of Dzozyſins in- 
deed. WH 
 R. P. But he charges him more with 
another Teſtimony of 1 rigautins, where he 
leaves out the Emphatical words which ſhew 
the difference between the Worſhip which 
the Chineſes give to Confutius ad to the 
Tutelar Spirits. For firſt, he omits the Ce- 
remony of the Magiſtrates taking the Oath 
before the Tutelar ſpirits ; then he leaves 
out what Trigautius affirms, that the worſhip 
was not the ſame. ( 3.) He omits 2am 
and D:vinam, which ſhew the reaſon of the 
difference to be the Divine Power which 
they believed to be in the T utelar Spirits, 

P. D. And what it T. G. be miſtaken 
as to every one of theſe ? ſhall we not 
applaud him for a man of wonderful in- 
tegrity, and moſt commendable ingenut- 


ty? (1.) Dr. $:. doth not omit the Cere- 


mony of the Magiſtrates taking their oath 
toor before theſe Tutelar Spirits ; for he 
{aith exprelly, that the Mandarines are 70 
ſwear in the Temple of the Tutelar Spirit 
when they enter into their office ; and he 
Yarticularly inſiſts upon it, as one of the 
inſtances of the allowances the eſtes 
gave to their Coxverts to go and perform 
all external As of adoration in the T wn- 
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ple of the Twtelar Spirits, provided coy 


directed all thoſe As to a Crucifix whic 


| they heldin their hands oj conveyed ſe- 


cretly among the flowers'of the Altar. 
( 2.) He diſtinguiſhes the Worſhip of. 
Conf#tins from that of the T utelar Spirits. 
For, he faith, in that very place, zhat they 
make no prayers to him, neither ſeek, nor 
hope for any thing from him ; but that they 
acknorledoe the Tutelar Spirits to have 
poer 10 reward and puniſh. 1s not this 
enough to ſhew the difference of their 
Warſhi to any men of common ſenſe ? 
(3.) Is not a Power to reward and puniſh 
in the Tutelar Spirits ſet down by Dr. St. 
out of Trigautius ? and to what end 
ſhould he then leave out 2a» and D:vi- 
2am, but that he thought them needleſs 
when the ſenſe was expreſſed ? But the 
birchen Scepter would be of little uſe, un- 
leſs Dronyſizs ſhewed his Authority upon 
luch occaſions. Judge you now whe- 
ther upon the account of ſuch pitiful 
cavils, Dr. St. hath forfeited his right of 
being believed in his Citations ? 

R. P. T. G. gives a third reaſon, viz. 
becauſe it appears from his own Citations, that 
theſe modern Idolaters either worſhipped a 
falſe God for the true one ; or falſe Gods 
together with the true one, if they worſhipped 

P,D; 
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' P. D. This can be no reaſon at all 
for Dr. $:.s deſign was to ſhew that 7z;- 
feriour Deities were falſe Gods : and that 
it was [dolatry to give Divine Worſhip to 
Creatures, although men did acknow- 
ledge oe ſupreme God. Burt unleſs T.G. 
can prove theſe falſe Gods to have been 
Gods truly and properly ſo called, 4. e. abſo- 
lute and independent Deities, his Hypo- 
theſis is utterly overthrown by this dif- 
courſe of Dr. Sz. which was the true rea- 
{on he had no mind to meddle with it. 

R. Þ. Laſtly, It is not credible, he ſaith, 
that the Cardinals de propaganda Pide,with 
the full conſent of the Pope (bould make ſach 
Decrees about Idolatrows Aits, as ſhould 
condemn the giving external Acts of Wor- 
ſhip to Saints and Images as Idolatroms. 

P.D. Dr. St. punQuually produced 
the reſolution made by the Cardinals 
about the Worſhip of Confutins and the 
performance of external Acts of Idolatry 
in the Temple of the T utelar Spirits by the 
Teſuits Converts 1n China. 


Date, the Place of Printing it, and faith 
the Copy he had ſeen was atteſted by a 
publick Notary ; nay, he direQs T.G. 
where he might ſee not only the Decree 
but an explication of it, Andafter all, 
uot this Credible ? 

R. P. 
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R, P. Dr. St. ſets down the reſolution* 
and doth not ket us know what the-Quare® 
were. 

P. D. He thought thoſe might be 
eaſily underſtood by the Cafe ; viz. about 
performmg the. [ame external Atts of 
Worſhip, with Idolaters, but with a diffe- 
rent intention ; i.e, the Mandarins were 
permitted by the Fe/xztes to go into the 
Temple of Tutelar Spirits, and to uſe-all 
the external ' Aits of adoration which 


others uſed, provided they directed ther 


to the Crucifix and not to the 140; which 
the Cardizals declare to be utterly- un- 


lawful notwithſtanding this Intention. 
From whence Dr. $:. obferved, (1.) That- 


they called the Worſhip of the T wtelar 
Spirits Idolatry, although they looked on 
them only as ixferiour Deities, and conle- 
=P 1dolatry doth not conſiſt in wor- 
hipping many abſolute and independent 
Gods, Or truly and properly ſo called. 
(2.) That i»feriour Worſhip on the ac- 
count of created excellency is unlawful, 
when it appears to be Religions. This 
he proved trom their condemning the 
Worſhip of Confutins, which the Feſuits 
allowed. And T. G. is ſo much miſta- 
ken in thinking that Dr. Sz. had any de- 
ſign tocorrupt the Teſtimony of Trigan- 
tis 
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7:15 by confounding the Worſhip of Con- 
 Futius and the 7 utelar Spirits, that his ar-* 
gument is the ſtronger for the diſtinQtion 
between them. For, although zo pray- 
ers be made to Confutius, zo divine power 
be ſuppoſed to be in him as in the Toveler 
Spirits, yet becauſe he had a Temple in 
every C:ty with his I»age 1n it; and all 
other external Rites of adoration uſed, as 
genuflections, wax-candles, incenſe and obla- 
tions ; (ſuch as your Church uſeth to 
Images without prayers) yet theſe are 
condemned as 1do/atrous. And although 
the Cardinals might not then reflect on 
the conſequence of this reſolution as to 
their own praCtices ; yet I cannot but ad- 
mire at the W:/dom of that Providence, 
which once direted Caraphas to __ 2 
great Truth beſide his intention, that 10 
overruled the Congregation of Cardinals 
to condemn their own 1dolatry under the 
name of Confutins, For if the _ 
thoſe external ats of adoration towards 
the Image of Confutins be Idolatry ; _ 
ſhail it not be ſo, where prayers are added, 
as they are in your Church to the Images 
ſetup in your Churches ? Let T.: G: tell 
me wherein the Nature of that Idolatry 
lay, which conſiſted in external Aits of 
adoration, without any opinion of Corf:.- 
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fius being 4 God truly and properly ſo called. 
- (z.) That external Ads are capable of 
Tolatry, however the intention of the 
mind be directed. For, although the 
' Cardinals believed the Crucifix to be a 
' proper objett of Divine Worſhip, yet ey 
condemned thoſe As as Idolatrous which 
were direQed to it in the Temple of the 
Tutelar Spirits, And upon the whole 
matter, I think, no impartial Reader 
will believe that T.G. hath faid any 
thing to purpoſe upon this matter, and 
that he had better left thoſe few leaves 
{till vacant, than have filled them with 
fuch an inſignificant Poſtſcript ; and he 
hath no reaſon to thank his Friend for 
putting him upon laying open ſo much the 
Weakneſs of his _ For, from hence 
at farther appears that the Modern Idola- 
ters will likewiſe be excufed, if the na- 
ture of 7dolatry doth conſiſt, as T.G. 
faith, in MWor(hipping many Gods truly and 
properly ſo called. 

R.P. But you are miſtaken, if you 
think 7.G. placeth the Nature of Idola- 
try wholly in this, for he ſaith, that the 
Heathens were guilty of Idolatry in wor- 
ſhippins Nature inſtead of God, either the 
ſeveral parts of the Univerſe as Sun, 
&100n, and Stars, &C. underſtanding the 
Fire 
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Fire by Jupiter, the Air by Juno, &C. or the 
Soul f the World, as the Stoicks did ; 
whereby the Heathens did, as T.G. often 
repeats it from Voſſus, relicto Deo in-Na- 
turx Veneratione conſiſtere, forſakins 
| God ſtay in the worſhip of the Creatares : 
ind for this he quotes Athanaſius, S. Au- 


= 


puſtine, azd Athenagoras. {13 
- P.D. It is ſufficient for Dr. $:.,s de- 
ſign, if the worſhip of Images, and of iz- 
telleftual Beings under one ſupreme God 
were Jaolatry _ the Heathens, for 
then it muſt remain 
as well as Murder and Adultery are the 
ſame whereever they are found. Bur 
ſince you have propoſed it, T ſhall conſi- 
der with you how far the worſhip of the 
Creatures 1n general is Idolatry. But I 
have ſome few queſtions to ask you about 
this ſort of Idolatry. (1.) Whether you 
think the Heathens Idolatry did lye in 
worſhipping meer matter as God ? Or, 
(2.) In worſhipping God as the ſoul of 
the world, and the ſeveral parts of it with? 
reſpect to him? Or, (3.) In acknowledg- 
ing a Creator, but giving all the worſhip to 
the Creatures ? | 

R. P. Inall theſe, according to their 
ſeveral opinions. 

P. D. Do youreally thinkany of m_ 

t 
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did worſhip mer matter, Without life, 
ſenſe, or underſtanding for God ? For, 
either they did believe lome other God or 
not ? if they did, how is it poſtible they 
ſhould not worfhip that, which could 
hear, and underſtand, and help them; 
and worſhip that which could do none 
of theſe ? If they did not believe ay other 
God, they were Atheiſts and not Idolaters. 
For are not thoſe Arhei/ts who acknow- 
ledge o other God but meer matter ; i. e, 
20 God at all? For ſo Voſſius himſelf ſaith, 
thoſe who held meer matter to be God, 
wverbo Deum fatebantur, re negabant : did 
only ſeem to believe a God whom they 
really denyed. For what kind of God, 
faith he, was that which had neither ſenſe 
mor reaſon ? 

R. P. It was Idvlatry then to worſhip 
the parts of the world with a reſpect to God 
& the Soul of it ; which as 7.G. faithin 
tis Poſtſcript, 1s to make a falſe God. 

P. D. There are two things which 
deſerve to be conſidered as to this matter. 
(i.) In what ſenſe making God the /oul 
of the world 1s ſetting up a. falſe God? 
(2.) How far the Gerri/es could be charg- 
ed with Idolatry, who worſhipped the 
parts of the world with reſpet to Godas 
the /oulof it ? ® 


R, P. 
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R. P.. Do not you think making God 
the ſoul of the world is ſetting up a falſe 
God? 

P. D. I pray tell me what you mean 
by the /oul of the world.' For either you 
mean the natural ſeries of Cauſes, or the 
more ſubtil and aQtive parts of matter 
diffuſed through the Uziver/e without 
Mind and Underſtanding ; or you mean 
an Intelligent Being which by Wiſdom and 
Providence orders and governs the world, 
but withall is ſo «z:ted to it, as the Sout 
is to the Body ; If you mean the former, 
I fay all ſuch who held it were really 4- 
theiſts, and only differed in the way of 
ſpeaking from thoſe who- worſhip 
meer matter ; for let them call God the 
ſoul of the world never ſo much, they mean 
no more than: that there is no other God 
but the Power of Nature. If you mean 
an Underſtanding Beings Governing the 
World whoſe eſſence is diſtinQ from mat- 
ter, but yet is ſuppoſed to be ſo united to 
it as the Souls to the Body ; thenl pray 
tell me in what ſenſe you make him to be 
a falſe God, and how it comes to be 14o- 
latry to worſhip the parts of the world 
with reſpett to him ? 

R. P. S. Auguſtin proves againſt Varro 
that God was not the Soul of the W _ if 
there 
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there were any ſuch thing, but the Creator 
and Maker of it : aud he ſhews that this 
opinion 1s attended with impious and irreli- 
gions conſequences. | 

P. D. I do not go about to defend 
the opinion, but I hope I may ask, where- 
in the Idolatry 'lay of worſhipping oze 
God under this notion as he azimated the 
world and the ſeveral parts of it ? 

R. P. In worſhipping the feveral parts 
of the world with' Uivine Worſhip ; not 
with a reſpe(t to the Body, but to God as the 
Soul of it ; for therein 4guin.ts placeth 
their Idolatry. . | 

P. D. Is relative Latria Idolatry ? 

R. P. Why do you ask me ſuch an 
impertinent queſtion ? 

' P. D. Nothing can be more pertinent, 
for this 15 meer relative Latria. 

R. P. It was Iavlatry in them, but yet 
not ſo in us when we worſhip the Cracifix 
with reſpect to Chriſt. | 

P. D. You may as well lay, Lying 
with another mans Wife was 4d«l/tery in 
them, but notin Tow, I pray ſhew the 
difference. | En: 

R. P. You would fain bring me back 
again to the worſhip of Images; but you 
ſhall not. For I fay their Idolatry lay 
in worſhipping God as united to the parts 
of 
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of the world ; and giving Divine Worſhip 
to them on that Account. 

P, D. Will you ſtand to this ? 

R. P. Why not? 

P. D. Then I will prove worſhipping 
the Hoſt to be Iadolatry on the ſame 
ymuen For in both caſes, there is a 
uppoſition really falſe, but which being 
true would juſtifie the 4 of Worſhip ; 
and Hf notwithſtanding that ſuppoſition 
that God is the Soul of the world, the 
worſhipping of God as fo united 1s Idolatry, 
then the worſhip of the Hof? notwith- 
ſtanding the ſuppoſition of Chrifts Body 
being #xited to the ſpecies 1s Idolatry too ; 
they being both aQs of adoration given 
to thoſe obiefts which in themſelves de- 
ſerve no-worſhip,but yet are adored upon 
ſuch a ſuppoſition which being true 
would juſtifie the performance of them. 

R. P. You are much miſtaken in 
your parallel. For, as T. G. well ob- 
ſerved, i the worſhip of the Hoſt, the At 
of adoration is not formally terminated up- 
on the bread, ſuppoſing it to remain, but 
upon Ggd : but we concerve the bread not 
to be there at all ; but in place thereof the 
only true and Eternal God, And whatever 


7s taken for an object of worſhip, the under- 


fanding muſt affirns (either truly or falſly) 
: 70 


Cathol. no 
T1dol. p. 
327, Oe 


Dzal. p. 
4325 453+ 


(462) 
fo be ; but Catholicks, whether miſtaken or 
not in the belief of Tranſubſtantiation, do 
not in their minds affirm the bread to be, 
but not tobe ; becauſe they believe it to be 
converted into the body of Chriſt. But 
they who worſhipped the parts of the world 
with a reſpei# to God as the Soul of it, did 
however believe thoſe to have a real Being, 
and not to be turned into the ſubſtance of 
God, 

* P.D. Allthat thisproves 1s, that you 
do not take the Bread 7t ſelf for God ; no 
more did they, who worſhipped the 
parts of the world, as members of that 
Boiy to which God was united as the 
Soul, take thoſe parts for God, But in 
both caſes there is a ſuppoſition equal to 
juſtifie the Worſhip if true ; and if not- 
withſtanding this ſuppoſition, the Hea- 
thens were guilty of Idolatry ; why are 
not you upon a far more unreaſonable 
ſuppoſition than that ? If Chriſfts Body be 
preſent in the Exchariff, you fay, you 
may worſhip it as there preſent ; ſo ſay 
they, if God be the Soul of the world, we may 
lawfully worſhip the ſeveral parts of it ? 
But you ſay, whatever is an object of worſhip 
. muſt be ſuppoſed to be ; wheres you ſuppoſe 
the bread not to be, but to be converted into 
the. Body of Chriſt ; which alters not on 
caſe; 


(463) 
caſe ; for the queſtion is not about the 
bare being Or not being of the thing, but of 
the being Or not being of a fit object of wor- 
{bip. T will make the matter plain to you 
by this Inſtance ; One of the moſt com- 
mon 1do/atries of the Heathen world was 
the worſhip of the Sux ; they who did 
worſhip it, did ſuppoſe it to be a fit object 
for i + but they who looked on the 
Sun as A meer creature could not think fo : 
therefore to make any creature a fit ob- 
jet for worſhip, there muſt go a farther 
ſuppoſition ; viz. of the Divinity being 
7 it Or united to it, Now the main pointe 
«ha here, whether on ſuppoſition that 
the ſubſtance of the Sun doth not remarn, 
it would xt be 1dolatry, but on ſuppoſi- 
tion that z# doth remain it would be Ido- 
latry ? T pray then anſwer me, would it 
be Idolatry or not to worſhip the Sz, 
{uppoſe a man believed the very feb- 
ſtance of the Sun to be turmed into the 
Divinity ? 

R. P. No ſurely. For that 1s our 
own caſe. 

P. D. How comes it then to be 1do- 
latry ſuppoſing the Divinity united to the 
ſubſtance of the Sur ? 

' R.P. Tnone caſe we maybe ſuppoſed to 
| warſhip a thing which is - but in the other 
we 
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we cannot be ſuppoſed to worſhip that which at 
the ſame time we believe not to be. 

P. D. If itbe 1dolatry to worſhip that 
as God which is not God, then the worſhip 
of the Hoff may be Idolatry, though you 
{ſuppoſe the bread zot tobe. For to ſup. 
pole that not tobe which really is, doth no 
more alter the caſe ; than to ſuppoſe that 


#0 be God which is not, for that is to ſuppole 


that zot to be a Creature which is, For the 
worſhippers of any parts of the World 
might profeſs as ſolemnly as you do 
about the Bread, that if they did believe 
the Sun to be a meer creature, they ſhould 
abhorr the thoughts of worſhipping it ; but 
believing it either to be God it ſelf, or at 


leaſt that the Godhead is united to it ; why 


are not they as excuſable as thaſe who 
declare they abhor the thoughts of worſhip- 
ping the Bread? but they believe it not to 
be Bread, but the Body of the Son of 
God. 

R. P. But T. G. obſerves, that the for- 
nal term of Idolatrous worſhip is an undue 
objeft ; VIZ. a Creature inſtead of the Crea- 
for ; but Catholicks in caſe of a miſtake, 
would have no other formal object in their 
minds, but the Creator himſelf. 

P. D. As though the zature of Idola- 
try did conſut inthe worſhip of a Creature, 

| know- 


(465) 
knowing it to be a meer Creature, Might 
not the Heathezs have ſaid they had no 
other formal objeCt of adoration in their 
minds, but God ; but ſuppoſing hint 
united to the parts of the world they 
might worſhip them on his account ; as 
well as thoſe of the Church of Rome give 
adoration to that which appears to be 
meer bread ? If they who worſhip the 
$4x on the account of the D:vizrty which 
IS 18 it or united to it, be yet guilty of 
Idolatry, becauſe though on ſuppoſition 
the Divinity were ſo united the worſhip 
would be /awfal, yet the ſuppoſitioz being 
falſe they are guilty of Idolatry ; why 
then ſhould not thoſe be equally guilty 
of it, who worſhip a D:vizty as preſent 
under the /pecies of bread, it the /{:b/?ance 
of bread doth ſtill remain ? for then 
the worſhip however intended falls upon 
a meer creature, as it did in the former 
caſe, 


. R. P. Thoſe who mw ſiipes the Sunz 


aid ſuppoſe the ſubſtance of the Sun ſtill to 
remain ; but Catholicks do not ſuppoſe the 
ſubſtance of bread to continue, but in place 
thereof do worſhip the only true and Eter- 
aal God. 

P. D. It is true they did ſuppoſe the 


ſubſtance of the Sun to remain ; but they, 
H h did 
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did not intend to terminate their worſhip 
on that /ub/ftarce, but on the Divinity 
z:ted tO it ; and toſuppole that not to be 
bread which tis really bread, doth no more 
excuſe from Tdolatry, than ſuppoling that 
not to be a meer creature, which really us no 
ore. But todrive this matter home to 
you, I will aska farther Queition, Were 
thole Idolaters who worſhipped the pars 
of the world asa part of the /#b/tazce of 
God himſelf; fo that he is Oe ad AM? 

R. P. Suppole they were. 

P. D. Did not they believe there was 
0 other ſubſtance but of God preſent in what 
they worſhipped ? 

R. P. And what follows ? 

P. D. Doyou not perceive ? That to 
ſuppoſe that mot to be which really is, and 
that to be which is ot, doth not excuſe from 
1aolatry. 

R., P. Imuſttalk alittle farther with 
T. G. about this matter. But I have 
another reaſon yet to charge the Heathens 
with Idolatry, viz. that they forſook the 
Worſhip of the Creatonr, and ſtaid in the 
Worſhip of the Creature. 

P. D. Do you mean that they gave 
him no external Worſhip, or that they 
gave hinYno worſhip at all ? or do you 
think any that believed a God, gave him 
: __ 
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no inward worſhip, z. e. no Reverence or 
eſteem ſuitable to his Excellency ? | 

R. P. Why do you ask theſe queſti- 
ons ? 

P. D. Becauſe many of the Heathens 
thought external Worſhip beneath the cx- 
cellency of the Supreme God, as Dr. Sr. 
hath fully ſhewed from the Teſtimonies 
of Porphyrins, Numa, the Platoniſts, rhe 
Mandarins in China, and the Tica's of Pe- 
74, TIsitthen Idolatry to deny external 
Worſhip to God out of Reverence to his 
Majeſty, and to give it to infertour Be- 
ings ? | 

R. P. Itis Tdolatryto give all external 
Worſhip to his Creatures and to reſerve none 
fo himſelf : becauſe ſome external Wor- 
{ſhip isdue to him. 

P. D. If ext-rnal Worſhip be due to 
God, it is not becauſe he needs it, but be- 
caule it is fit for us his Creatures to te- 
ſtifhe our ſubjeQion to him as our Crea- 
tour, 

R. P. Beit o. 

P. D. Ought not that Worſhip then 
to be ſo peculiar tohim, as to maniteſt the 
different eſteem we have of the Creatour 
and his Creatures ? 7 

R. F. Te 
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P. D. Tsit not then an injury to Gods 
honour to give that W. ſp which ought 
to be peculiar to himſelf, to any of his 
Creatures ? and that which the Scripture 
calls Idolatry ? 

R. P. But how will you know what 
external Ads of worſhip thoſe are which 
are pecrl;zy to God? for therein lyes the 
great difficulty. | 

P. D. Either we ſuppoſe God to have 
revealed his will to mankind, or not. It 
not, we have the /zoht of Nature, and the 
conſent of mankind to direct us ; if he 
hath, we muſt conſider the Revelation he 
hath made of his Wl in this matter. 
For ſince God hath the power to deter- 
mine our duty, and he knows beſt what 
makes for his honour, it is but juſt and 
reaſonable that we ſhould judge of theſe 
things according tohis Will, What he 
appoints as dzeto himſelf, becomes due 
by his appointment ; and to give that to 
another which he hath made due only to 
himſelf, 1s without queſtion the giving 
the worſhip due to God to his Creatures ; 
which is Idolatry. Our buſineſs there- 
fore is, to conſider whether God hath 
appromiated any As of worſhip to 
himſelf; what thoſe 4Zs are ; how far 
the obligation of them doth extend to 
us 5 
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us; what we find to that purpoſe in the 


Do#rine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles; what 
the ſenſe of the Chri/tia» Church hath been 
concerning them in the beſt and pureſt 
times of it. If you can think of any 
better wayes than theſe, I pray acquaint 
me with them. 

R, P..I ſee what you are coming to, 
VIZ. the appropriate Aits of Divine wor- 
ſhip ; but before we debate that buſineſs, 
I have ſomething more yet to ſay to you 
about the Heather Idolatry. 

P. D. Whatis that ? 

R. P. T. G. obſerves, that the Hea- 
thens dia worſhip their Gods as fharers with 
Jupiter zz the Divine Power and Authort- 
ty, and upon that account believed them to be 
truly and properly Gods, in whoſe power it 
w.2s to beſtow thoſe benefits upozs them, which 
they deſired, and they were juſtly charged with 
Tdolatry by the Fathers for ſo doings. And 
he obſerves from T. Gods:z in his Roman 
Antiquities, that ſome were Gods by their 
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own right, others ozly by right of Donation: . 


. of the former ſort were theſe who were 
partners in the Government of the world. 
Nov, ſaith he, zo give worſhip to any other 
beſides God as a ſharer with him in it, though 
but in this or that particular, will be Tdols- 
try ; and in this conſideration, were there 
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0 other, they micht be juſtly charged with. 
it by the Fathers ; but in our Church we own 
God to be the ſole Giver of every good and 
perfect gift, and make our aaareſſes to An: 
gels and Saints as his Miniſters and Ser- 
wants not to obtain of them the benefits we 
acſire, but of God alone by their interceſſit- 
on through his only Son and our only Re- 
aecmer Jeſs Chriſt, as the Council of Trent 
hath declared. 

P.D. Here are two things to be clear- 
ed, (1r.) How far the Heathexs did 
make other Gods ſharers with the Supreme 
in the Governinent of the World. 
(2.) How far your opinion and practice 
difter from theirs. 

1. How far the Heathens did make 
other Gods ſharers with the Supreme in 
the Government of the World. For 
which we are to conſider a double Hy- 
potheſis which was received among the 
Heathens. S 

Firſt, Of thoſe who worſhipped the 
{ame God under ſeveral names and titles 


_withreſpe& to particular powers ; which 
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Dr. S:. proved from Plotinus, Plutarch, 
Apaleizs, and your own Simmm Majokres, 
who on tis account coinmends the Pg- 
etick T heoiozy beyond that of Pythazoras 
and Socrates, And this hypotheſis S. Aru 
| | | bo aft 17; 


(471) 


gzuſtin takes particular notice of, vz, 
that the ſame God was Jupiter above, Ju- 


the bottom of it Salacia, Pluto »por Earth, 
Proſerpina #zder it, Veſta in the Hearth, 
Vulcan zz the Forge, Apollo in Oracles, 
Mercury iz Trade, Mars iz War, Ceres 
72 Corn, Diana 77 the Woods, Minerva 
amons Wits ; with many more which he 
reckons up , and then concludes, that all 
theſe Gods and Goddeſſes are but oe Jupi- 
ter ; or the ſeveral parts ard powers of 
the ſame Gag ; and this, he ſaith , was 
the opinion of many learned, and great men 
among them, .( Quz ſententia velut mag- 
norum multorumq; Dottorum eſt. ) All 
theſe made zo ſharers in Divinity by be- 
lieving them to be tr»ely and properlyGods, 
but only different titles and powers of 
the ſame God. | 
Secondly, There was another hypoth-ſes 
more general than this,viz.of oe Supreme 
God and many inferiour who were 1mployed 
by him. Of which you may remember 
the words of Tertullan, that the greateſt 
part aſſerted the Supreme Power to be 17 
one, and the ſubordinate Offices to be in 
many. ' And Oroſins faith, that both the 
Philoſophers and common Heathens did be- 
lieve one God the Author of all things ; 
Hh 4 
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but under this God they worſhipped Many ins 
feriour and ſubſervient Gods, In the Coun- 
cil of Carthage under Cyprian Saturninns 
2 Twcca (who was both a Biſhopand Con- 

C31. 0p. p, fefſor ) Taith, that the Heathen Tdolaters 

448. E% did acknowledge and confeſs the Supreme 

4” God, Father and Creator, And this was 
io known a thing, that Fayſtus the Ma- 

A'g.G michee charged the Chriſtians with being 

e106 Of the ſame faith with the Pagans, as to 
0:e & DPreme God, Although therefore 

the Feathens did own and worſhip 14- 

7y ods, yet they looked on them as /-- 
:*-/04r and ſubordinate to the Supreme , 

nd only. imployed by him in the admi- 
iſtration of things under him. Andas 

tor the partmers you mention, they were 

not fuch qzozd plenitudinem poteſtatis 

but only made uſe of in their particular 
Offices ; you know the Mſtinttion ; and 

it ſerves better here than in the Conrr of 
Rome. Put Icannot but wonder, when 

7. G. had upbraided Dr. Sr. for two 

pial. y. pages together with his Father Livy, 

2:02 5'te Pather Varro, Father Cicero, Father Se- 
neca, Father Virgil, &c. he ſhould at 
laſt fink ſo low as to quote Father T.G. 
in his Romain Aantiqurities againſt him ; 
ſurely any one of thoſe F:xthers in a mat- 
ter of Rowan Antiquities would weigh 
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down a hundred Father T. G.*s; and yet 
even this Teſtimony doth not prove that 
the Gods that were fappoldd to be in 
Heaven by their own right were ſupreme 
and independent Deities, but the Dj Cor- 
ſentes were of a higher rank than the 
ſemidei or indigites , the one having 
been alwaysin Heaven according to the 
Platoniſts ſuppoſition, the other being 
aſſumed from among men; which comes 
at laſt to the diſtinction of Argels and 
Jarnts, 

2. How far your opinion and pra- 
Ctice do differ from theirs. And herel 
pray remember that I go not about to 
compare the Heathen Gods with Angels 
and Sa/zts as to their excellencies, for the 
Apoſtle tells us, however the Gezz//es in- 
tended it, they did really ſacrifice to De- 
vils and not to God : but I am only to 
compare the Heathens zotzom of wor- 
ſhip and yours together. And if you 
do allow. Gods by participation, viz. Spi- 
rits aſſumed into ſuch a ſhare of Go- 
vernment as to have the care of ſome 
things and places committed to ſome 
more than to others; and if addreſſes 
and ſupphcations are allowed to be made 
to them on that account, I defire to 
know how the Heathers are juſtly —_ 
Sen 
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ged with Idolatry, and you not ? Was it 
laolatry to pray to U/4za as an inferiour 
Deity which preſided over —_— and 
isit none to pray to S. Hubert onthe like 
account ? Was it [olatry to pray to 
Veſta to preſerve from the Fire, and 1s 
it none to pray to S? 4Azatha ? It two 
perſons in the ſame ſtorm prayed as to 
their 7 utelar Deitzes, the one to Neptune, 
the other to S. Parl; 1s the one guilty 
of Idolatry, and the other not ? It two: 
women in travail prayed for help, the 
one to Lucia, the other to the B. /; Irgin, 
15 the firſt only guilty of 1dolatry ? They 
might be accuſed of [zzoraxce and Folly 
in making a bad choice, but I do not ſee 
how the Heathens could be charged with 
1aolatry, and not the other. When Saizts 
are Canonized to be Particular Patrons of 
Places, as S. Roſa lately for Peru ; why 
may not the inhabitants make particular 
adareiles to her as their Patroxeſs, and 
Tutelar Deity, as Lipſins did to the B. Vir- 
in? 1s not this to make ſuch a Sazzt a 
harer in the Government of the World, 
as muchas the Heathens did their T ute- 
Lir Gods under 92 Supreme ? And there- 
jore upon T. G.*s own ground, you are 
as juſtly charged with Ido/atry as the 
H-ath:ns were. For the Hcatheas did 
nor 


(475) 
not look on their Tatelar Gods as the Or;- 
ginal Givers, but as the ſubordinate Mi- 
niſters. 

R. P. But as T. G. faith, we do pot 
pray to them to obtain the things we deſire, 
but that they would be our Intercefſors with 
God for ms. 

P. D. I wonder T, G. would lay this 
again without anſwering what Dr. Sz. 
had ſaid in his late Defexce to ſhew 
(x.) That the very words of the Cour- 
cil of Trent do allow more than bare iz- 
terceſſion, (2.) That formal prayers t9 
them to beſtow bleſſings are allowed and 
practiſed among them ; of which he 
produces ſeveral Inſtances of preſent uſe 
in the approved Books of Devotion. 
( 3.) That ſuch prayers do not contra- 
dict any received Dot#rize of the Roman 
Church ; and he challenges T. G. to ſhew, 
what Article of your Creed, what Decree 
of your Church, what Dottrine of your 
Divines it doth contradict, for any 
man to pray dire&tly to the Virgin 
Mary for the deſtruction of hereſies, ſup- 
port aunuder troubles, Grace to withſtand 
temptations, and reception to Glory ? And 
what can we beg for more from 
God himſelf ? But 1 do not yet under- 
ſtand how you can charge thoſe Hea- 
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thens with Tdolatry, who owned a S- 
preme God and worſhipped i»ferionr Det- 
ties aS ſubordinate to them, and their [a- 
ges; but the charge will return upon 
your {elves. 

R. P. Will you never be ſatisfied? 
Did not 7. G. ſay, they were juſtly char- 


ged with it oz two accounts. ( 1.) Be- 


canſe thoſe Images were inſtituted by pub- 
lick Authority for the worſhip of falſe Gods ; 
and they concurred with the vnloar in all 
the external prattices of their Idolatry. 
( 2.) Becauſe though in their Schools they 


| denied them to be Gods, yet they gave di- 


vine honour to them as the people did. 
P.D. You muſt excuſe me Sir, I have 


- ſuch an imperfection in my underſtand- 


ing that it will not be ſatisfied, with- 
out the appearance at leaſt of Reaſon; 


which I confeſs I cannot yet ſee in this 


anſwer. For, I pray, how comes it to 
be Idolatry in them who give only an 
inferiour and relative worſhip, if that wor- 
ſhip be not Idolatry ? 

R.P. T.G. faith, they were not guilty 
of interaal Idolatry, but of external, com- 
pluines mith the wvuloar who did worſhip 
them as truely and properly Gods ; and that 
in ſuch a manner that they were judged to 
ao the ſame thing, and therefore it was at 

leaſh 
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leaſt an exteriour profeſſion of Idolatry in 


them. 


P. D. But you have not yet proved 


that the Geptiles did worſhip many z- 


dependent Gods ; and 1 have very latel 
ſhewed .the contrary from the expreſs 
teſtimonies of the Fathers : and therefore 
this anſwer doth not reach to the cafe. 
Yet ſuppoſe , that againſt the general 
ſenſe of underſtanding men , the com- 
mon poogis {ſhould take the 7»feriour 
Gods for independent and abſolute Deities 
15 not this the caſe of your own Church * 
as Dr. St. obſerved, the common people 
take their Images for Gods, or take the 
B. Virgin for the Queen of Heaven, and 
pray to them accordingly, which is both 
internal and external Idolatry in them, 
however T.G. and their learned men 
comply with them in all their external 
Aits of Worſhip, are they guilty of the 
exteriour profeſſion of Idolatry or not ? 


R. P. I thought where you would be, 


but is it the ſame caſe of ſome few men 
complying with a common and publick 
cuſtom of Idolatrous worſhip ; and of thoſe 
who follow the publick profeſſion and do the 
Jame Aits with ſome private men who turn 
then to Idolatrous worſhip ? 


P. D. 
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P. D. But if the publick profeſſion of 
the Gentiles was to worſhip one Supreme - 
God, as I havealready proved, then the 
Caſe is the very ſame as to the profeſſion 
and prattice of Idolatry ; which 1s the 
main thing inſiſted on. And the ſhew- 
ing of many other circumſtantial difte- 


'Tences will not vary the caſe, and de- 
ftroy the parallel. If this be all you 


have to add about the Heathen Idolatry, 
I pray let us come to the appropriate 
Acts of Divine Worſhip. For ſince God 
may appropriate Aats of Worſhip to 
himſelt; ſince upon that they become 


_due only tohim; ſince [do/atry is giving 


to the Creature the worſhip due to God ; 
Pr. S:. from hence proves, that they 
who do thoſe 4s by way of worſhip 
to any creature muſt be guilty of 1ds- 
latry. | 

R. P. As to this mighty aroument T.G, 
ſaith, the only thins tobe wondred at init 
are the many Equivocations, Falſe ſuppoſi- 
tions, and _Self-contradictions contained 
79 tt. d 

P. D. Fair and ſoft good Sir, let us 
not have-ſa.mhany charges at one time; 
take which of them you pleaſe, provi- 
ded you hold to it, and not ramble from 
one to another, ._ 


R. Pe 
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R. P. What i it you underſtand by ap- 
propriate atts of Divine Worſhip ? for more 
or leſs may be required, and ſo the term 
be equivocal, 

P. D. I mean ſuch which by his ap- 
pnn__ and command become due to 

im, and by his prohibition to give them 
" any other they become due only to 
Im. 

R. P. There i ſomething ſtill wanting 
to make the Aronment np ye againſt 
us, which is, that God hath ſo tied theſe 
Acts to his own Worſhip, that in all cafes, 
and upon all cccaſions imaginable they be- 
come incommunicable to any other, and this 
fo faſtned to them, that it cannot be ſepa- 
rated from them. For if the appropriati- 
on may be ſeparated upon any accounts, we 
may and will pretend it ts. 

P. D. How doth it appear neceſſary, 
that ſuch an appropriation muſt be in all 
circumſtances? Is it not ſufficient that it 
be in all Acts of Religious Worſhip? 
For inſtance, Adoration 15 an appropriate 
Act of Divine Worſhip, but he doth not 
hereby exclude mens bowing to each 
other on account of civil mold; but 
where the circumſtances of time, place, 
&c. do ſhew it is for Religions W orſip 
tnere 
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there Dr. $:. faith it ought to be given 
to none elſe but God. 

R. P. But if thoſe Aits be communica- 
ble to any other beſides God, as limited 
with ſuch and ſuch circumſtances, they are 
not abſolutely - cow to God in all ca- 
ſes and upon all accounts imaginable; and 
fo the Argument doth not conclude. 

P. D. I wender to hear you talk ar 
this rate. For the force of your Argu- 
ment lies 1n this, If it be lawful to bow 
to one another on a civil account, then 
Religions Worſhip is not appropriated to 
God ; what a ſtrange conſequence is 
this? Dr. $:. doth ſay, that the circum- 
{tances of time and place, ec. do put a 
ſufficient diſcrimination between As 
of Civil and Religious Worſhip ; as be- 
tween eating and drinking upon a natu- 
ral account at a common Table, and eat- 
ing and drinking at the Euchariſt. What 
a {enſleſs way of reaſoning were this, for 
a man to fay, that eating and drinking 


could not be appropriated to that a& of 


Drvine Worſhip in celebration of the 
Lords Supper , becauſe men eat and 
drink upon other occaſions ? It is true, 
they do ſo and mult do ſo if they would 
live ; but what then ? May not Chrilt 

there- 
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therefore inſtitute a Supper of his own 
- with ſuch rites and ſolemnities belong- 
ing to it, as may ſufficiently diſcrimt- 
nate it from a common eating and drink- 
mg ?' And were it not a horrible prota- 
nation to appoint ſuch a Supper as thar 
of our Lord is, in commemoration of 
of S. Francis, or Tenatins Loyola ? I ee, 
I muſt put ſome queſtions to you to 
make you apprehend this a little better, 
than I fear you do. Is not the celebra- 
tion of the Exchariſt an appropriate Act of 
Divin? Worſhip now under the Goſpel? 

R. P. I donot well know what you 
mean. | | 

P. D. So I thought by your way of 
talking. Ts1t lawful to meet together at 
Maff, to ſet apart Bread and Wine, and 
afterwards to partake of them with a 
deſign to commemorate $5. Francis and 
St. Roſa, by ſuch a folemnity ? 

R, P. Ithink not ; becauſe that would 
bea profane imitation of our Lords Sup- 
per, which was inſtituted by Chriſt him- 
ſelf for the commemoration of his own 
{ufferings. | | 

P. D. But is it not lawful toeat Bread 
and todrink Wine together ? _ 
 R: P, Who doubtsof that? 
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 P. D. But eating Bread and drinking 
Wine are the ſame Ads ix ſubſtance 
which are uſed at the Lords Supper. 

R. P. And what then * 

P. D. Then the ſubſtance of the 47s 
being the ſame when done upon a civil 
and a religious acconnt, doth not take off 
from the appropriation of them to God 
when the circumſtances declare it to be 
an A of Religions Worſhip. Therefore 
when a diſpute ariſes concerning the 
Natnre of an 4&#, whether it be for C:- 
vil or Religious Worſhip , common pru- 
dence is to judge of that from the c:r- 
cumſtances of it ; if once it be found to be 
for Religions Worſhip, then comes in the 
conſideration of the Law of God, and 
the appropriation of all 4s of Religious 
Wor(hip to God alone. And by this time 
I hope you underſtand how impertinent 
it is to ſay, that if there be appropriate 
Aits of Divine Worſhip, they muſt be ſo 
in all caſes and upon all accounts imapi- 
nable. Which isas muchas to. ſay, that 
eating Bread and drinking Wine in a 
__ manner, ina place appointed for 

ivine Worſhip, cannot be appropria- 
ted tothe Lords Supper, unleſs we never 
eat Bread, or drink Wine, but upon that 
occaſion, 


R. P. 
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| R. P. But what are theſe appropriate Dil. [/þ 
Atts of Divine Worſhip? For it may be 45% 


Jome farther light may be gathered from 
the Atts themſelves: 

P. D. Dr: Sz. hath named fix ; Sacr#- 
fice, Religions Adoration, Solemn Invoca- 
tion; Eretting Temples and Altars, Burn- 
ing of Incenſe; Making of Vows. 

R. P. Hath God tyed us by his com- 
mand to offer Sacrifice, or bury Incenſe; or 
make Vows to him? How then can he argue 
the Romaniſts guilty of Idolatry upon the 
account of giving Atts appropriated to God 
to others beſide him, when himſelf if put to 
it, will deny that God hath commanded them 
to be done at all to him? | 

P. D. To clear this matter a little 
more to you, you may conſider two 
things concerning appropriate Ads of Di- 
vine Worſhip. t. The general prohibi- 
tion of giving Religious Worſhip to any 
thing beſides God. Which our Saviour 
hath delivered tn thofe words; T hou ſhalt 
worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only 
ſhalt thou ſerve, Which the Primitive 
Church took for their fundamental Rule 
of Worſhip; and underſtood it in this 


Mar. 4.19; 


ſenſe, That all A4#s of Religions Worſhip 


were to be 


And therefore of what kind foever the 
ACTS 


Fi Z 


performed to God alone. 
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Acts were, whether we were tied tO 

erform them to God or not, it they were 
[ooked on as Ads of Religions Worſhip 
given to any Creature, they utterly and 


peremptorily refuſed to do them , and 


rather choſe to ſuffer Martyrdom; as 
was plainin the caſe of burning Inceſe 
to the Emperours Image, No Chriſtians 
did then think that we were tied tooffer 
incenſe to God, and yet they eſteemed 
it Idolatry to offer incenſe to any Crea- 
trre ; therefore it 1s not neceſſary to the 
-nature of Idolatry, that the 4# of Wor- 
(hip be ſuch as we are tied to give unto 
God ; it being ſufficient that it 1s an 
act of Religious Worſhip ; and the giving 
"of any fuchto a creature is 7dolatry ; and 
without this, 1t is impoſlible to defend 
the Martyrs of the Primitive Church : 
which all Chri/tzazsare bound to do. 

2. As to particular Afts of Divine Wor- 
ſip, though they are always unlawful 
ro be givento any thing beſides God, yet 
we arenot tyed after the ſame manner to 
perform them to him. For ( 1.) Some 
Acts of Worſhip are natural and always 
equally agreeing to the Majeſty of God ; 
lunch as Prayer and Invocation ; Depen- 
acxce on Is Goodneſs and Providence ; 
'hankſoiving for Mercies received ; _ 

a 
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all internal As of Worſhip, which reſult 
from the relation we ſtand in to God, and 
the apprehenſions we ought to have of 
his Perfeftions ; as Fear from his Power, 
Submiſſion from his Provideace, Faith and 
Truſt in him from his Truthand Wiſdom, 
Love from his Goodnefſ, &c. All theſe 
are xeceſſary As of worſhip, and proper 
to'God. (2.) Some Acts of mace + are 


appropriated to him when they are due, but 


they are ot alwayes due : {uch as making 
vows, and ſwearing by his name. - Al- 
though we are not tied to perform theſe 
at any certain times, yet whenever they 
are done, they muſt be done to God alone. 
( 3.) Some ads are not zeceſſary to be 
done to God atall ; and yet it 15 unlawful 
to do them to any other. And of this 
kind are the offering Sacrifices and burning 
Incenſe ; which were ſtrictly required 
under the Law, but that diſpenſation ex.- 
piring after the coming of Chr:/t, the 
obligation to thoſe 4s was wholly ta- 
ken away, and yet it was [de/atry to uſe 
them to any thing beſides God ; becauſe 
they were As of Relizions Worſhip, and 
therefore if to be performed at all, they 
were {o due to him that they could not 
without 1dolatry be applied to any be- 
fides him. And thus, I hope, I have a 
I13 little 
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little helped your underſtanding about 
theſe appropriate Acts of Divine Worſhip. 
 \R, P, But the. force of the ceremonial 
Law being taken away ; whatever is not ob- 
liging by the Law of Nature, or ſome ex- 
preſs —_— will of Chriſt , is 
left at liberty for the Church to uſe confor- 
mably to the light of nature, and the deſign 
of Chriſts Doftrine. | 

_Þ.D. AllthisI yield. But that which 
I inſiſt ypon, 1s that fundamental precept 
of worſhip as declared by Chriſt , Thou 
ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God and him on- 
ly (halt thou ſerve. 

'R. P. But do you think that Chriſt hath 
made a re-eſtabliſhment of thoſe Afts inthe 
new Lav which were before peculiar to God, 
as Sacrifice, Incenſe, &c. for then Chriſtians 
well be as much bound by this precept to give 
them to God, as not to give them to any 


other. But if they are not re-eſtabliſhed, 


how doth it follow, that becauſe they were 
appropriated to God by the Law, therefore 
zow that Law is taken away, they are forbid- 
den to any other beſides God ? 

 P,D. I donotfay that Chriſt did in- 
terid a re-eſtabliſhment of thoſe As of: 


Worſhip which were peculiar to the Law 
of Moſes; but I do ſay, that Chri/t by this 
Precept as explained by himfelf, doth 


male 
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make it utterly unlawful to perform any 
act of Religious Worſhip to any but God 
alone. And if this be all you have to 
prove the Maff of Equivorations, Falſe 
Suppoſitions, and Self-contradictions 1n 
Dr. $:.*'s Diſcourſe of appropriate Atts of 
Divine Worſhip, it had been more for 
T.G.'s honour to have paſſed over this 
with as much ſilence as he did many 
other places which he found too hard 
for him. 

R. P. Suppoſe this argument were good, 
2t proves nothing againſt us, who neither 
give any act abſolutely appropriated to God 
to any elſe beſides him ; nor any other in the 
manner it is appropriated to him, 

P. D. If you perform any act of Re- 
ligions Worſhip either to Saznts or Images, 
this Diſcourſe muſt concern you ; be- 
cauſe the Law againſt the worſhip of 
Images is ſtill in force among Chriſtt- 
ans ; and our Saviours general Rule 
doth forbid all external As of Religious 
Worjhip being applied to any beſides 
God | | 


R. P. Nay, ſuppoſing thoſe external at's 
of worſhip to be now due to God by his Law, 
the giving them to any beſides himſelf will 
not be to give to the creature the worſhip 
due to God , unleſs it be done with an in- 
Ii 4 tention 
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feution to give them to a creature as efteem:; 
ed worthy of Divine Honour. For that is 
the definition of real Idolatry. 

P. D. Then the Mandarins in China 
who performed all external aCts of ado- 
Tation 1n the Temple of the T ntelar Spi- 
rits Jecretly directing their intention to 
a Crucifix were not guilty of Tdolatry ; 
notwithſtanding the Decree of the Cox- 
gregation at Rome, For they did not per- 
form thoſe aXs, with an intention tq 
give the worſhip to the 7utelar Spir:ts 
as eſteemed warthy of Divine Honour, 
Then the Tharificat: of the Primitive 
Church whothrough ter offered 7ncenſc, 
could not be charged with Tdolatry ; 
nor Marcelirns though he ſacrificed in 
the Temple of Veſfa, when he only com- 
plied with Dzocleſiazz. But did not T. G. 
blame the Philoſophers for an exteriour 
profeſſion of Idolatry ? W hat is that Tbe- 
ſeech you ? Is it 1dolatry or not ? Doth 
not 7. G. grant, that there onoht in rea{0 
zo be fome peculiar external acts appropr ia- 
ted to the worſhip of God as moſt agreeable 
to bis incommugicable excellencie 2 Why 
tol pray? Is it nat, becauſe Goas incor- 
municable excclieacy requires an external 
worſhip peculiar to it ſelf? And if fo, is 
it nor to give the worſhip due to God ro 
| fomething 
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ſomething elle, to apply thoſe atts which 
are peculiar to himſelf, to any thing be- 
ſides him ? This debate in truth comes 
to this point at laſt, whether there ought 
to be any ſuch thing as a peculiar external 
worſhip of God or not ? For, if external 
worſhip be due to him, and ſuch wor- 
ſhip be due to him alone for his incom- 
municable excellencie, then the giving 
external worſhip to a creature , muſt 
be giving to jt what 1sdue only to God. 
And to reſolve the nature of 1do/atry in- 
to the 7mward intention,is all one as if one 
ſhould fay, that Adultery were to lic 
with another mans Wife with an inten- 
tion to cuckold her Husband ; but if a 
man did it out of love to her Perſon, it 
were no adultery, Why is there notan 
external act of Idolatry, as well as of per- 
jury, theft, murder and the like ? Where 
doth the Scripture give the leaſt intima- 
tion that the nature of 1dolatry 15s to be 
taken from the ward intention, when 
the Law is expreſs againlt the outward 
action : and all men are charged with 
Idolatry who were guilty of the external 
acts, without running into the thoughts 
and deſigns of their hearts? Nay, your 
own Authors cannot deny that there is 
an external Idolatry as well as izternal ; 

and 
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and where the outward acts are Idola- 
trous weought to preſume there was an 
implicit and indirect intention; and no 
more is neceſſary to make an a& TIdola- 
trous than a voluntary inclination to do 
it. This is therefore a meer ſubterfuge, 
and can never fatisfie a mans Conſcience, 
nor excuſe the Roman Church from Ido- 
latry. 

R. P. But T. G. grants that ſuppoſing 


. fach an TER of external atts to re- 


main in force ; to apply ſuch atts to a crea-, 
ture may and ought in reaſon to be inter-. 
preted to be real Idolatrous worſhip; becauſe 
Iadolatry is a ſin direftly oppoſite to Religt- 
0n, as a falſe worſhip to a true one. | 

P. D. What is it then but to cavil 
about words, to deny that to be real 1do- 
latry which at the ſame time he confeſſes 
ought to be interpreted to be ſo? For 
ſince we cannot judge of mens ztent/- 


76s but by their ad#;0zs, when we diſpute 


about the 1dolatry practiſed inany Church, 
we can be underſtood only of that which 
lies open to our judgement, and that can 
be only the exterzal af, And fince 
T. G. grants, that the thing which the Dr. 
means is confeſſed by your ſelves to be in- 
conſiſtent with ſalvation, there is nothing 
further neceſſary to he done, but mo 
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bate whether you are guilty of that fin 
or not, 1n applying appropriate as of 
Divine Worſhip to a Creature. 

R, P. But doth not Dr, St. himſelf ſhew 
from Cara. Tolet, that Idolatry doth ſup- 
poſe an error in the mind, in judging that 
fo deſerve divine honour which doth not ? 

P. D. I grant it, but that only ſhews 
what practical judgement doth precede a 
voluntary act of Idolatry : as it is diſtin- 
guiſhed from an involuntary compli- 
ance. In this later caſe, perſons are re- 
ally guilty as to the external aCt; as a 
man that takes away his Neighbours 
_ out of fear of his own life is real- 

y guilty of theft, although the fear he 
was 1n may leſſen the wilfulneſs of it : 
{o in Idolatry when committed through 
the power of a ſudden pailſion is a fin of 
the ſame kind with other Idolatry, but 
not ſo wiltul and deliberate a fin. But 
in caſe of wilful TIdolatry, there muſt be 
a practical judgement determining the 
will to the a of Idolatry. If you ask 
me what that judgement is, whether 
true, or erroneous; I ſay it is an errone- 
ous judgement, for it determines the g1- 
ving divine worſhip to that which doth 
not deſerve it. Not as though Idolatry 


implied the believing that to be truly and —_ p- 


properly 
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properly God which is not ; (which T, G. 
would infer from thence ) but it implies 
only the practical judgement determi- 
ning the will to give Divine Worſhip 
to that which really deſerves it nor. 
As for inſtance; ſuppoſe ani Image of 
our Lady to ſtand before two perſons ; 
the one declares _ the Worſhip of 
it, though he may be forced to do it, he 
1s guilty of real but involuntary Idolatry 
(taking involuntary as to the free incli- 
nation of the Will) the other readily 
and {pontaneoully falls down upon his 
knees before it, and ſays his prayers to 
the Image as gravely and devoutly as if 
the B. Virgin were preſent ; both theſe do 
concur in the ſame external att of wor- 
{hip, but from a very difterent judge- 
ment ; the one judges it fit to comply 
for his own ſafety ; the other judges the 
thing ft to bedone : but it is not neceſ- 
fary that he judges the Image to be the 
B. Virgin her {elf, but that he ought to 
give ſuck worſhip to her Image ; & tne 


judging divine ' worſhip to belong to 
that which doth not really deſerve it, 1s 
all the erroneous judgement neceſſary to 
a wiltul att of Idolarry; and if this be 
any kindneſsto 7, G. much good may it 
do him. 
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R. P. But T.G. faith, that from hence Pi-'-t- 


it follows , that it is not real Idolatry to ©” 


worſhip an Image with divine worſhip unlef 
zt be done out of an erroneous judgement, 4s 
to a thing that deſerves Divine Honour. 

P. D. No ſuch matter; for from 
hence it only follows, that in a wilful 
act of Tdolatry there muſt be a | qe-rmy 
judgement determining the act of Dt- 
vine Worſhip to an Image, though it - 
deſerves it not, So that this doth not 
refer to the manner of applying the ex- 
ternal a&t to the object as deſerving d:- 
vine honour, but only the antecedent 
judgement that the a&t of divine worſhip 
be given to ſuch an object. 

R.P. Again T. G. faith, that on 
hence it follows, that the caſe of the Hea- 
thens and ours is. different, becauſe their 
1dolatry proceeded upon an erroneous belief 
of a creatures deſerving Divine Honour 
when it doth not ; but we do no ſuch thing. 

P.D. Cannot 7. G. underſtand the 
difference between an erroneors belief 'and 
an erroneous practical judgement ? I do 
not deny that the Heathens had a very 
erroneous belief in many particulars; 
and ſo have other 1do/aters too. But the 
om now is, what error of judgement 
that is, which the wilful a of __ 

On 
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doth ſuppoſe; and I ſay, it requires no 
more than an error in the practical judge- 
ment, determining the will to give Di- 
vine Worſhip to that which doth not de- 
ſerveit. And herein I ſee no difference 
between the Heathens Idolatry and 
yours. 

R. P. But let us now ſet afide the ſtritt 
notion of Idolatry, and tonfider , whe- 
ther the Church of Rome be guilty of 
damnable ſin in the manner of their wor- 
ſhip, which muſt either be in not giving to 
God the worſhip aue to him, or by giving 
rhe worſhip due oxuly to him to his Creas 
FHYES. 

P. D. The later is that which Dr. Sr. 
chiefly inſiſts upon, although, he faith, 
your Divines are to blame in the firſt 
particular, becauſe they reſerve zo oe att 
of external adoration 4s proper to God and 
ro be performed by all Chriſtians , and for 
this he quotes the reſolution of Cardixal 
L120. 

R. P. T wonder you would mention 
that citation of L#go, ſince T. G. faith 
the Dr. is ſo unhappy in his citations : 
and the Jeſuits will ſay, that he evidently 
abuſes both his Authority and his Emi- 
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 Þ. D. Thave had ſo much experience 
of T.G.'s intolerable diſingenuity in this 
matter, that I durſt venture an even wa- 
ger ( which is the way T. G. propoſes 
often in - his Dzalogues for ending ſuch 
diſputes) that Dr. Sr. hath not miſcited 
Cardinal Lngo. 

R. P. T.G. faith, that Cardinal Lugo 
doth not deny ſacrifice to be an external att 
of worſhip proper to God ; for his words 
are, qui non poteſt offerri niſi ſols Deo, as 
may not be offered but to God alone ; but, 
he ſaith , that ſacrifice is not properly an 
att of adoration in the ſtrict ſenſe, but of 
another kind diſtinit from it. 

P. D. Thoſe are not Lugo's words, 
but /icet nor poſſit offerri niſi ſolt Deo ; 
yet I ſhall not inſiſt upon that. For that 
which ſufficiently clears Dr. $:. is, the 
conſideration of his deſign in bringing 
thoſe words of Lugo, which was to 
prove that there is no one external att 
of adoration which 1s proper to Latria, 
or the worſhip peculiar to God, Andare 
not Lugo's words plain and full to this 
purpoſe ? | 
 R. P. That cannot be denied, bur he 
takes adoration in the ſtricter ſenſe. 

P. D. Let him take it in what ſenſe 
he will ; doth he not ſpeak of the adora- 
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tivn proper to Latria, or the worſhip pe- 
culiar to God ? And doth not Latria take 
in any peculiar ac of Divine Wor. 
(hip ? And if there be »o external att of 
adoration peculiar to God, doth it not fol- 
low, that there is no peculiar att where- 
by you expreſs your inward ſubmiſſion 
to God inall things ? for that, Lzgo ſaith, 
is the /frid# ſenſe of adoration he there 
means. And doth not this fully prove 
- x Dr. St. brought this Teſtimony 
or ! : | 

R. P. But the Church off Rome doth hold 
ſacrifice tobe peculiar to God, 

P. D. And doth not Dr. Sr. fay as 
much ? For his words are, that you con- 
tes, that ſacrifice is ſo peculiar to God 
that it ought not to be offered to any elle ; 
but not as an A& of Latria ſaith Cardinal 
Lugo, for there 1s 29 att of adoration that 
zs ſo; but upon another account as it ſig. 
nifies Gods abſolute Dominion over 15 as 
to life and death, and that we ought to lay 
down our own lives when he calls for them; 
Which is to make ſacrifice a ſignificant ce- 
remozuy peculiar to God expreſſing his So- 
veraignty , but not an wmmeatate- att of 
worſhip peculiar to him © for of that kind, 
he ſaith, there z zoe. And therefore ac- 
cording to him, your Church hath »s 
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oe external att of Divine Worſhip ſo pro- 
per to God, that it may nut be offered birt to 
him alone, Attd from hence it appears 
that Lugs did not take adoration meerly 
for that uit of Religions Worſhip which us 


performed by the motion of the Body, as Dial.f; 
T. G. ſuggeſts ; but for wharlever act 49% 


that may tend to expreſs ON of 
onr fouls to God ; of which fort he denies 
afty to be peculiar to Gods worſhip. And 
what cart be more contrary to that which 
T. G. admits for a Law of NSure, viz. 


that mans ought to uſe ſome external atts to Dial. p: 
teftifie his ſubmiſſion to God, and therefore *"" 


there ought to be ſonie peculiar external atts 
appropriated to the worſhip of God, 4s moſt 
agreeable to his incommunicable excellency ? 
I could not but rejoyce to ſes T. G. own 
ſo reaſonable a principle, and I defire no 
other, as to the meer light of Nature to 
prove your Idolatry. For, if this be a 
Rey of Natural Religion ; then Ido- 
atry even by the light of Nature lies 
in applying appropriate acts of Divine 
Worſhtp to any but to God himſelf; for 
ſince his excellency is incommunicable, 
and the ſubmiffion we owe to God pecu- 
liar to him, and that ſubmiffien ought 
to be expreſſed by external aQs, all which 
T: G. grants ; then all thoſe who do uſe 

K k fuck 


(498) 
ſuch a&s to any beſides God, are guilty 
of giving the worſhip due to God unto a 
Creature. For God hath not only a 
right to our izward ſubmiſſion, but to the 
acknowledgement of it, which cannot be 
done but by external aits : and which is 
obſervable as to this matter ; the honour 
of God as to his incommunicable excel- 
lencies with reſpe&t to mankind as a bo- 
dy, doth not lie in the bare As of the 
Mind , but in the external performance 
of Religiows Worſhip to him. For, 1t it be 
neceflary that Gods Authority be owned 
in the world, it is neceſlary it be done by 
viſible atts of Worſhip ; which ought to 
be ſo appropriated to him, that any one 
who dilcerns them may ſee the difterence 
put between God and all his Creatures, 
For herein lies the maniteltation of that 
inward ſenſe we have of Gods incommuni- 
cable excellencies, when we let apart times, 
and places, and offices of Rel:210:25 Wor- 
ſhip, by which we declare our ſubmil- 
ſion to God, as our Creator and Gover- 
nor of the World. And the confound- 
ing this diſtance between God and his 
Creatures Is the great fin of Idolatry : 
jrom whence Aquzazs and others con- 
clude it to be a ſiz of the higheſt nature, 
and including blaſphemy in it , becauſe it 
robs 
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bs God of the honour due to him for his 113 
communicable e xcellencies. | 


R. P. What do you mean by this appio= Dial.j: 
priating atts of worſhip t6 God ? Do you 419: 


mean all of them fo abſolutely appropriated 
fo God, that it. is not lawful upon any ac--/ 
count to give them to any other ? And then 
the Quakers will be the only good Chriſtians - 
in the world ; or only ſome of them, and. 
not others, as kneeling and proſtrating, but - 
210t bowing ; and then you muſt tell 1s what - 
makes the diſcrimination. 

P. D. I mean that whichall mankind - 
meant, when they ſer apart times, and - 
places, and offices for Divize Worſhip ; 
and every man by the help of his mother 
wit knew the difference between going; 
to-ſerve God and going to Marker. I ſay 
then as Dr. Sr. did, that the circumſtances: 
_ do ſufficientlydiſcriminate 4s of' a Re- 
ligious and of a Civil Nature. 


Deferice; 


: P- 192% | 
R, P. May not the Churches declarati- Dial. 
on, that ſuth atts are intended only for in- 41" 


feriour Worſhip towards Images or Saints, 
make 4 ſufficrent thſerimination between ſuch 
atts, and thofe which are appropriated to- 
God f- 7 fhenttt tf «| 
P, D. If you ſtppoſe the whole power. 

of determining As of Divine Worſhip 
to lie in your Churches Breaſt, you had 
4. oi  WSS asked 
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asked a very material queſtion; but in 
this caſe, there 1s a Law of God antece- 
dently probibiting lucy aits being given 
to any beſides God himlelf; and this Law 
was ſo underſtood by the Chriſtian Church 
When the Chriſtian Religion put men 
upon ſuffering Martyrdom on that prin- 
ciple, that all _— Worſhip was ap- 
3 mn to God : becauſe Chriſt had 
aid, Thox ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God 
and. him only ſhalt thou ſerve. ' 

R. P. Who u« fo blind as not to ſee, 
that this prohibition fell upon the external 
att as determined to be a ſign of Religious 
Worſhip by the circumſtances in which it 
was required ? 

P. D. And what then, I pray ? for 
doth it not equally fall upon all exter- 
nal as where the cirenmſtanices do deter- 
mine them to be ſigns of Religions Wor- 
ſhip 2 Which 1sall I defire. 

R. P. Doth not this juſtifie the Quakers 

in denying to give ay extetnal honour to a 
Creature * 
P. D. $0 far from it, that it ſhews the 
folly of their doQtrine; which aroſe 
from not being able to diſtinguiſh as of 
Religious and Civil Worſhip, . 

R. P. Bat Dy. St. allows ſome kind of 
Religious Worſhip to begiven to x 
_P,D. 
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P. D. Notany which is Re/jg/ow inits 
ature or by circumſtarces; but that which 
might be lo called being required by the 


Rule of Religion, as civil worſhip 1s, 


R. P. But he allows religions reſpett to Di. y; 


places, and religious honour to Saints, and 44 


then why not thoſe aits we give to Images 
and Saints on the ſame accounts ? , 
 PÞ. D. Becauſe the circumftances do 
declare thoſe are not aQs of religious 
worſhip ; but thoſe you give to Images 
and Sazzts are. 


R. P. I fee the weight of this whole de- niat.g; 
bate lies at laſt upon this determination of 419+ 


circumſtances ; but how comes the Dy. af< 
ter alt the great buſtle he makes about Gods 
g—_— external as of worſhip to 
impelf, to put the trial of” his canſe at laſt 
upon the determination of circumſtances ? 
P. D, What other way ſhould the 
difference of moral aQtions be tried ? 
What incongruity 1s there between Gods 
appropriatins atts of religious worſhip to 
hin:felf, and the finding out what thoſe 
afts are by the circumſtances ? Is it not 
thus in the other Commandments? God 1n 
general forbids Murder, Theft and Adul- 
zery ; but are not thoſe prohibited 2s 
to be judged by the circumſtances ? For, 
there 1s the ſame ſubſtance of the a&# mm 
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 flland unlawfulaQtions. If a man kills 


Pzal. p> 
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another by chance, or out of malice; if a 
man takes away another mans goods 


with his conſent or without; it 1s the 
fame att as to its ſubſtance ; and what 
diſcrimination can be made but by the 
circumſtances ?and therefore I cannot bur 
wonder to hear you obje& againſt this, 
or think it any repugnancy to Gods ap- 
propriating ats of Divine Worſhip to him- 
: | 


R. P. How can the nature of ſuch atts 


tbe determined wholly by circumſtances, un- 


leſs the appropriation of them be taken away ? 


for if that continues,the Law determines the 


nature of the atts. 
P. D. Do you not apprehend the dit- 


ference between the d://crinmization of at7s 


of c;:viland religious worſhip, and the ap- 
propriation of the latter to God by his 
Law? I ſay the Law makes them pec«- 


liar to God when they are found to be 


atts of religious worſhip, but the circum- 
ſtances are to determine whether they 
are civil or religions atts, As all acts of 
murder are forbidden by Gods Law, but 
whether ſuch an att be murder or no, is 

to be judged by circumſtances. 
R., P. But then if the external atts of 
worſhip given to Creatures ia the Church of 
| Rome 
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Rome chance to prove accompanied with 
ſuch circumſtances, by which they may and 
generally are underſtood not to be atts of Di- 
vine Worſhip but of inferiour wveneration, 
then they are acquitted from the guilt of Ido- 
latry according to the Dr."s own principles. 
P. D. No ſuch matter; unleſs we 
{uppole thole atts to be wholly indifte- 
rent and left free by any Divine Law : 
and that it is inthe Churches Power to de- 
clare what is to paſs for divine worſhip, 
and what for iferiour worſhip. But no 
particular circumſtances can make an att 
{awful , which the Law of God hath 
made unlawful. As ſuppoſe the Spar- 
tay Common-wealth allow piltering or 
taking away Goods from each other 
without conſent of the owners, here 1s 
- one circumſtance which goes a great way 
towards the alterinp«hke nature of ſuch 
attions ; but if there be* an antecedent 
Law of God which makes ſuch aQs »z- 
lawful, they remain ſo ſtill notwithſtand- 
ing the declaration of the Spartan State. 
Juſt thus it is in the preſent caſe, your 
Church declares ſuch A#s of Worfhzp 
may be lawfully applied to Images and 
Saints ; but what then ? hath your 
Church the Power to repeal the Law of 
God? if not, the acts remain as ralawfel 
K k 4 as 
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as ever, notwithſtanding the circumfance 
of ſucha declaration. 

\ R. P. But T.G. faith, al Dr. St.'s di/- 
courſe about diſcrimination of atts of ci- 
wil and religious worſhip by circumſtances, 
is only 4 popular diſcourſe, and upon engqui- 
xy will be found as incoherent and weak as 
aw adverſary 8ould wiſh. 

P. D. IT ſhall not take T. G.'s judge- 
ment in this matter ; for I have not found 
him ſo impartial and juſt, that I ſhould 
ſubmit to his arbitration. If you have 
any thing to objeagainſt that diſcourſe, 
Ido not queſtion we ſhall hear of it. 
* R. P. Firſt, Aits take their nature from 
the formal reaſon or account upon which 
they tend to their objeits, and from thence 
they become either civil or religions, though 
they may receive another denomination 
from the circumſtances which do accompany 
them. 

P, D. Ipray conſider; the thing we 
enquire after, 15 the difference between 
Acts of Civil and Religious Worſbip ; 
which Dr. $:. faith is to be taken from 
the circumſtances, no, lay you, it muſt be 
taken from the formal reaſon, or account 
on which they tend to their objects : but the 
formal reaſon of aits being ſecret and in- 
valible, the queſtion is whether that be 
7 ous luMcicnt 
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ſufficient to put 2 4:/crimixatios between 


A#ts of an exteraal and vilible nature, as 
thoſe of civil and religious worſhip are. 1 
will make this plain to you by a noted 
inſtance : While the Chriſtian Emperors 
required no more than meer civil worſhip, 
the Chriſtians made no {cruple of givin 
it to them in the lame poſtures whic 
were uſed in divine worſbip ; but when 
they 11 uſpeRted that divine worſhip was re- 
guired, they utterly refuſed it : here we 
have the /ame as as to the /ubftance of 
them inboth caſes ; and yet the Chri/t:- 
ans could eafily diicern which did be- 
long to civi and which to religious wor- 
ſbip; was it from ſuch a reaſox and 1»- 
rention Of the perſons which none could 
know but the doers ? or elſe from the 
circumſtances which did make it appear 
that more than civil worſhip was requi- 
red ? And yet this worſhip which the 
Heathens gave to their Emperours was 
only an zxferiour ſort of divine worſhip, 
SE {o underſtood by the general conſent 
of the Heathenus themſelves ; from 
whence we gather (1.) That the d:/cr:- 
mination Of as of civil and divine wor- 
ſhip do not depend upon the intextion of 
the Doer, but the o»tward circumſtances of 
them. For, if it had depended on the 
Do inward 
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inward intention of the perſon, the Chy;- 
ſtians might have ſaved their lives and ho- 
nours by doing the external as with a 
different intention ; and that which was 
a:vize worſhip in him that deſigned it for 
ſuch, were but c:vil worſhip in him that 
intended no more. (2.) That the de- 
claration of an ixferiour or! of divine 
worſhip doth not make it /z/u/, For it 
could be no otherwiſe underſtood by the 
Chriftians,and yet they refuſed it as [dola- 
trous Worſhip. 

R.P. (2.) If the circumſtances of 
time, and place, and ſuch like do ſo reſtrain 
and limit the ſignification of external atts, 
that it ts eaſie to diſcern one worſhip from 
another, how can you make it out that the 
people did not give religions worſhip to Da- 
vid when in a moſt ſolemn att of devotion, 
zt is ſaid, that the people worſhipped the 
Lord and the Kyng ? where we ſee the ſame 
att at the ſame time, a time. of ſolemn de- 
votion given to God and the Kzng, and the 
People never charged for giving religious 
worſhip to the King. 

P.D.T.G.need not have gone ſo far back 
for ſuchan argument.For the K7n9s Chap- 
{ai/z5 ina ſacred placeand at a ſolemntime 
of devotion, do bow three times to the 
King,when they enter into thePulpit;and 

yer 
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yet whois there imagines they pive him 
divine wor(hip ? It is not theretore the cir- 
cumſtance of time and place alone, which 
Dr. St. makes to diſcriminate c:v// and 
religions worſhip ; but the concurrence of 
all circumſtances together. If I bowed 
to a Friend at Chrnrch, is any man 1o 
ſenſeleſs to take this for Ido/atry ? Where 
there is an antecedent ground for civ/ 
worſhip and reſpect, which is well known 
and underſtood among men, there is no- 
thing like 1dolatry, although we do uſe 
the ſame external a&s towards -men 
which we ule towards God himſelf, As 
among the 1/raelites no man doubted 
that their bowing to the Kjng was upon 
a quite different account, from their bow- 
ing to God ; although they bowed to the 
King ina place dedicated to divine wor- 
ſhip. And where the reaſoz of worſhip is 
ſo well underſtood to be of a quite dit- 
ferent nature from that of religious wor- 
ſhip, that very reaſoz makes a diſcrimina- 


tion beſides the circumſtances of time and 


place, WhichlT ſhall make appear from 
the caſe of Naamaz the Syrianz ; whole 
bowizg 1n the houſe of Rimmon was there- 
fore free from [dolatry becauſe of the 
known cuſtom of paying civil reſpect 
zvery where elle to his Prixce in that 
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manner, and by his publick proteſtati. 
tion againſt the [dolatrous worſhip there 
performed, as T. G. ſhews at large from 
Dr. H. T. G. therefore very much 
miſtakes Dr. Sz.*s meaning, if he thinks 
he affigned the d:ſcrimination of as of 
religious and civil worſhip barely to the 
circumſtances of time and place without 
taking inthe objei# and reaſon of worſhip. 

R. P. But from hence jt appears, that 
bowing in the Houſe and Preſence of an Idol 
and in the very time of worſhip, is not Idola- 
try : For then Naamaz could not be ex- 
cuſed. 

 P. D. Where the worſhip is known to 

be given not to the Jdo/, but to the 
Prince to whom 1t 1s acknowledged to 
be due elſewhere ; Dr. Sr. never ſup- 
poſed ſuch an aCt of worſhip though done 
in an ldol-temple to be Tdolatry. 

R. P. But ſuppoſe men ſhould ask a Bi- 
ſhop bleſſing in a Church and at Prayer-time, 


this 1s not civil worſhip, and is this 1do- 


latry. 

P. D. Worſhip may be ſaid to be c/- 
vil two wayes ; 

1. Whenit is performed on a wer ci- 


vil account, as it 1s tO Maziſtrates and 
Parents. 


2. When 
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2. When it is performed on the ac- 
count of a ſþ7ritual relation, as in the re- 
ſpe&t ſhewed to Biſhops as fpiritual Fa- 
thers. The worſhip 1s of the ſame kind 
with that which 15 ſhewed to zataral Pa- 
rents, but the relation 1s of another kind ; 
on whichaccount it may be called Spir;- 
tual Refpeft; but itis in it ſelf ana of 
civil worſbip ariſing upon a moral relat- 
on, which being of a different nature 
from that which 1s between Princes and 
SubjeQts, and Parents and Children ; and 
being founded upon Religious Grounds 
may 'be ſaid to be Religions or Spiritzal 
Reſpett rather than Worſhip. 

R. P. If the firſt Chriſtians had upon 
their knees in time of prayer begged S. James 
his benediction, had this been an unlawful 
Att of Worſhip ? 

P. D. If they were upon their knees 
in prayer to: God, I think it was a very 
unſeaſonable time to ask their Biſhop ble/* 
ſing ; although the a& in it ſelf were 
lawful | 


R. P. But is not this an att of the ſame 
kind with that of invocation of Saints iz 
times and places of Divine Worſhip, when 
we only pray to them to pray for 15? 

P. D. Tay again, that 1s not all You 
do; for you own their Patronage, Pro- 
tetftion, 
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teftion and Power to help you in your ne- 
ceſſities ; and your Prayers muſt be un- 
derſtood*-according to your Doftrines. 
But ſuppoſe you did only pray to them 
to pray for you, yet (1.) You do it with 
all the /olemnity of Divine Worſhip inthe 
prblick Litanies of the Church, when 
you are in the poſture of your greateſt 
Devotion. And the A4z7e/ rebuked no 
leſs manthan St. Joh, tor uſing the po- 
{ture of Divine Adoration to him. (2.) 
In kneeling to a Biſhop to pray for us 
we ſuppoſe nothing that encroaches up- 
on the Divine excellencies ; for we are 
certain he hears and underſtands us, and 
we deſire nothing from him, but what 
15 1n his power todo, and is very hitting 
jor us to requeſt from him. But when 
you pray to Saints, you can have no poſ- 
{ible affurance that they do or can hear 
what you ſay to them ; and ſoit is a foo- 
liſh and unreaſonable worſhip : and 
when you doit with the ſame external 

Acts of Devotion which you uſe to the - * 
Divine Majeſty, you take away that pe- 
culiarity of Divine Worſhip which is 
due to God by reaſon of his incommunt:-: 
cable excellencies ; and ſoit is ſuperſtitt- 
ous and idolatrous Worſhip , theſe two 


wayes, = A 
1.) As 
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[. S it luppoles as great excellex- . 
F.. mo. : thols did who for 
that reaſon were charged with 1aolatry. 
I do not meddle with the poſſibility of 
an intelligent being diſunited from mat- 
ter's hearing at fuch a diſtance as the 
Saints are ſuppoled to be from us, nor 
whether God may not communicate . 
ſuch knowledge to them; but that 
which TI inſiſt on is this, I find thoſe char- 

ged with '1dolatry not only in Scripture 
and the Fathers, but” by the Church of 
Rome it ſelf, who profeſſed to worſhip 
ſome inferiour Sprrits as Mediators be- 
tween God and ear; and ſuch Mediators 
as were never imagined to be Meazators 
of Redemption but barely of Interceſſion, 
as being believed to carry up the prayers 

of men and to bring down help from above. 

Now here is no Om7niſciezcy, or Omnipo- 

zexcy, or other incommunicable excellen- 

cy attributed to theſe Spirits ; and all the 
addreſſes made to them was under the no- 
tion of Mediators to intercede for them, 
i. e. to pray to them to pray for them ; 
and yet theſe were charged with flat Ido- 
latry. It were eaſie to make it appear 
from unqueſtionable teſtimonies, that 
the Heathen Idolaters did worſhip in- 
feriour ſpirits only as Mediators, (as Apu- 
lerres 
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leins expreſſes it, inter c#licolas terricolaſy; 
vettores hine preeum inde doniorum, where- 
in he only interprets Plato's ſenſe) and 
that this was one of the moſt common 
and univerſal kinds of Idohatry; and 
therefore I would fdin know why they 
muſt be charged with 1d-/atry, and you 
eſcape? Either be juſt to them, and vin- . 
dicate the Heathen Worſhip, or exe you 
muft condemn your own. | 

(2.) T.G. confefſes, that by the Law 
of-.Natare there ought to be ſome peculiar 
external Atts appropriated to the worſhip of 
God as moſt zorecable to his incommunica- 
ble excttency : now among, all mankind 
no one external A& of Worſhip hath 
been ſippoſed more peculiar to the Di- 
vine Nature than Folens Irrvocation 1 
places and times appropriated to Divine 
Worſhip; but the Invocation practiſed 
in the Roman Church hath all the ſolemni- 
ty and circumſtances of Divine Wor- 
ſhip, and therefore it is robbing God of 
the peculiar A#s of his Worſhip which 
is Idolatry. And he muſt be very dull 
indeed, who cannot diſtinguiſh this Inv9- 
cation from a cafual or accidental meet- 
ing with a Biſhop at Church and kiſſing the 
hem of his Garment, or asking his Bene- 
dittion on ones knees, 
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R, P. But where there aye different ob- 
jects in themſelves, and a publick profeſſion 
and conſent that thoſe atts are applyed to 
thoſe objetts upon different accounts ; it 
is intolerable impertinency to underſtand 
ſuch Acts as are in themſelves equivocal 
in any other ſenſe than the Church declares, 
Viz. as applyed to Saints or Images, the 
outward Atts of Worſhip, as bowing, kneel- 
ing, &C. are uſed only as tokens, or ex- 
prefſions of an inferiour reſpett and Ve- 

neration. | 
P. D. If this be all you have to fay 
for your ſelves, the Heathexs muſt be 
excuſed from Tdolatry as well as You. 
For they acknow ledged by CONNOR CON 
ſent and publick profeſſion a difterence be= 
tween the ſupreme Godand inferiour Sp1- 
rits ; they allowed of different degrees of 
Worſhip ; and without all queſtion did 
not look on their Emperors, as the Su- 
preme Deity that made and governs the 
world ; and yet I hope the primitive 
Chriſtians'were not guilty of ztolerable 
impertinency in charging them with: [ao- 
latry. But it ſeems the holy Angel was 
guilty.ofthe ſame 7ztolerable impertinency 
inſo raſhly rebuking the 4po/?le for falling 
down to Worſhip him, tor this was ar 
equivocal Act, and 1n = probability was 
| 163- 
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intended only as a token of reſpec? and 
Veneration falcon to what was thought 
due to God over all, Bleſſed for evermore. 
But thoſe Ads of Divine Worſhip 
which by the Law of God become due 
only to himſelf, can by no coſert or de- 
claration of a Church be made lawful to 
be givento any creature, however they 
may call. them As of 7nferiour reſpect 
and Veneration; as long as they are of 
the ſame nature with thoſe which were 
condemned both by the Scriptare and 
Fathers as Idolatrom Worſhip. 

R. P. Doth not Dr. Hammond ſay 
zhat Naaman the Syrian was excuſed from 
Holatry, becauſe of the publick profeſſion he 
made, that he intended not the Worſhip to 


486, © the Idol, but to his Maſter ? And will not the 


fame plea hold for us who declare we do not 
give Severaign Worſhip to any Creatures, 
but only inferiour MW, 1 ? 

P. D. If Naamarn had deſired leave to 
worſhip Rimmonor Saturn with an infe- 
riour Worſhip, deciaring that he did not 
take Saturn for the true and Supreme God, 
but the God of I/7ael ; and therefore he 
might apply the /ame A# after a diffe- 
rent manner, and the Prophet had then bid 
him Go 72 Peace, You had ſome reaſon 
for your parallel. But as long as Nas- 


mans 
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»14zs queſtion only related to -the per- 
forming an att of C:vi1 Worſhip to his 
Prince mw the Houſe of Rimmon, what co- 
lour can be hence taken for giving any 
kind of Religious Worſhip to Saints or 
Images in places. and at times et apart 
for Divine Worſhip ? 

R. P. But Monſieur Daille /a:th, that 
external ſigns whether of nature or Religion 
are to be interpreted by the publick and con- 
702 prattice of thoſe who uſe them, and not 
by the ſecret and particular intentions of 
this, or that Perſon. | 

P. D. And what then I beſeech you ? 
Monſreur Daill! diſcourſes againſt thoſe 
who would uſe all the external Adts of 
zdoration of the Hoſt which others did, 
but with a different intention, and hoped 
this would excuſe them from 1dolatry. 
Now 1n this caſe he ſaith, that ſigzs of 
Religious. Worſhip, as uncovering the 
Head, kneeling or proſtrating the body at 
the ſound of a little bell, and ſuch other atti- 
ons are the plain and ordinary ſiens of the. 
adoration of the Hoſt ; and are ſo appointed 
by the Church of Rome, and ſo wnderſfood 
by thoſe who generally praiſe it ; there- 
fore, 1aith he, thoſe who do uſe theſe out- 
ward ſigns are to be underſtood to give ado- 
ration to the Hoſt. From whence it fol- 
| Ll 2 _ 
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laws, that men cannot comply with 
others in the 4s of adoration of the Hoſt 
without _— or Idolatry : which it 
was Morſe Daille*s deſignto prove. But 
what is all this to the proving that 7fe- 
riour worſhip is not Idolatry ? we delire 
that theſe ſigns of Worſhip may be in- 
terpreted according to the common and 
publick prattice of thoſe who uſe them ; by 
which we ſay, it is as truly Rel:g7ous 
Worſhip, as the Nations uſed, which all 
Chriſtians do charge with Idolatry. But 
if your meaning be, that your ations 
are tobe interpreted in your own ſenſe, 
it will come to this at laſt, that You are 
not guilty of Idolatry, becauſe you de- 
clareyou are not guilty of it ; And who- 
ever condemned themſelves for it by 
publick declarations ? unleſs it were when 
they repented of it as a great ſin, which 
I do not tind you are yet willing to do. 
I pray remember this ſaying of Dazll:'s, 
when you think to juſtife giving acts of 
Divine Worſhip to a Creature, by your 
ferret intention ; tor he faith, and you 
ieem to approve his ſaying, that ſuch 
Atts when they are of the nature of Rel:- 
grows Worſhip, are to be interpreted by the 
common and publick prattice, and. not by 
particular tatentions ; xt therefore the 
. Act's 
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Afts of — be ſuch, asby the Scr-- 

tures, and ſenſe of the Primitive Church 
[ur only to God, no zztention of yours 
of applying them after an inferiour man- 
ner can excuſe you from giving adora- 
tion to a Creature, Eſpecially, 1t they be 
ſuch AQs which God hath appropriated 
to himſelf, as the ſix mentioned by Dr. 
Sz. for whodares alter what God him- 
{elf hath appointed ? 

R. P. I think you are turning Quaker, 
for this us their principle, do not they al- 
ledge Chriſts precept againſt ſwearing, and 
then ſay who dares alter mhat God himſelf 
hath appointed ? 

P. D. 1 may as well fear you are re- 
nouncing Chriſtianity ; for what Chri- 
ſtian ever {aid or thought ovnterwile, 
than that it 15 not in the power of men 
to alter the Laws of C-ri/f ? If Chriſts 
procege were top. be underſtood of all 

ind of {wearing, do you really think it 
would be lawful to ſwear at all? I am 
aſhamed of this looſe, not to ſay, pro- 
fane way of talking about the obligation 
of Divine Laws. 

R. P. Tonly mentioned this by the by, to 
let you ſee what kind of principles the Dr. 
makes uſe of to combate the Church of 
Rome, 

L113 F.2. 
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P. D. Juſt ſuch principles as all Chri- 
flians own; and are bound ſo to do by 
their being Chriſtians. But do youthin 
in earneſt, that it is in the power of men 
to alter the Laws of God : 

R. P. No. But T. G. means, that 
there is now no Law of God binding men con- 
cerning theſe external Atts of worſhip, and 
therefore it is in the Power of the Church 
fo appoint theſe as well as other Rites and 
Ceremonies, and to determine the ſign fica- 
tion of them. 

P. D. I-this be his meaning, it 1s 
very ill expreſſed. But I ſay, that our 
Saviour hath declared the immutable 
obligation of that Law concerning ap- 
p!ying all As of Religious worſhip 0n- 
ly to God ; and that the Univerſal 
Chz:rch of Chriſt in the firft Ages 'fa 
underſtood it ; as appears nov barely 
by their words, but by the greateſt 
teſtimony of their Actions : when ſuch 
multitudes laid down their lives upon 
this Principle. Therefore I ſay again, 
You muſt call in queſtion their Tzz/e to 
Martyrdom, or you muit own this for a 
true Chriſtian Principle. 

'R. P. But we declare our meaning 1# 
thoſe which Dr. St. calls appropriate Acts 
of Divine worſhip, when we apply them 

| to 
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to any creatures, to be only to uſe them as Dial. p;, 
tokens of inferiour refpett and Venerg: 454% 
tiow : as Invocation, Building of Temples 
and Altars, burning of Incenſe, making of 
Vows, &c. Bat that which God hath for- 
bidden is, that we fhall not uſe them to any 
beſides himſelf, as tokens of that inward 
ſubmiſſion of our fouls which is proper to 
18. 

P. D. Did not you ſay, that the Ap- pid.y. 
propriation of theſe Aits by the Law of 95 
Moſes, being taken away by the ceaſing 
of that Law, they are now to be looked 
on as indifferent Rites and Ceremo- 
nes © 

R. P. And what then ? 

P. D. Did that Law ceaſe at the 
coming of Chriſt, that thoſe Acts were 
to be uied only to God as tokens of 
chat inward ſubmiſſion which is proper 
to him ? 

R. P. No; that doth never ceaſe. 

P. D. But this you ſay was the ſenſe 
in which God did appropriate them to 
himſelt ; and therefore the Appropriation 
doth ſtill continue. 

R. P. I ſuppoſe T.G.*s meaning is, 
that the appropriation before extended 
to them as tokens of inferiour reſpect 
| 2” OT and 
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aud wveneration, which Law ceaſing, it 
ismnow lawful to uſe them 1n that ſenſe. 

P. D. Then theſe 4#s under the Law, 
were forbidden in that ſenſe, whatloe- 
ever profeſſion or declaratiow were made 
by thoſe that uſed them. As ſuppole that 
he Jews had invocated Sazzts and 4y- 
gels in their Temple or Synagogues and 
worſhipped Images juſt as you do, and 
made the ſame profeſſions of their 
meanings and intentions as your Church 
doth ; this had been [dolatry 1n them, but 
notinyou. Is this his meaning ? 

R. P. I ſuppoſe it muſt be. 

P. D. Then inferiour Religions wor- 
ſhip was once Idolatry, but it ceaſed to 
be ſo at the coming of Chriſt. Is not 
this a rare invention ? And by this 
means Chriſt deſtroyed 12olatry, not by 
rooting it out, but by making that zof 
to be Idolatry which was ſo before : and 
{o he might take away all other ſins 
by making, thoſe breaches of the other 
nine Commandments not to be fins 
to Chriſtians which were lo to the Jews. 
But we have not only the expreſs words 
of Chrilt, making all Religions worſhip 
of a Creature unlawful, againſt rhis in- 
vention, butthe Do@rize of the Apoſtles 
wha 
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who charged the Gertiles with Tdola- 
try without regarding this diſtinCti- 
on, who were not under the Law of 
Moſes ; and the Conſent of the Chriſtian 
Church which judged this z»feriour Re- 
ligious Worſhip to be Iadolatry till. 
And if this be all you have to ſay, it 
is impoſſible to clear your ſelves from 
the charge of 7dolatry, notwithſtanding 
all your meanings and intentions. 
 R.P. I have one thing yet more to 
ay, viz. that Chriſt appropriates the T:- 
tles of Good, Father, and Maſter to God, 
and yet we apply them to men in a diffe- 
rent ſenſe, and why may we not do the 
ſame in equivocal Atts of Worſhip? 

P, D, Our Saviour's deſign was to 
deter men from aſſuming or affecting 
ſuch titles of excellency, ſuperiority, or 
Authority over others in teaching, as 
ſeemed to encroach too much on the 
divine perfeQtions : but this holds much 
more againſt the pretence of ;zfallibility 
in any perſon, than for the lawfulneſs 
of inferioar Religions worſhip. For Chriſt 
never forbids the common uſe of thoſe 
titles among men, when they have no 
reſpect to Divine Matters , no more 
than he doth the 4s of C:vil worſhip in 
men 
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men towards Magiſtrates or Parents ; 
and thus far the parallel is good, as to 
Words and Atfions : but as Chriſt doth 
forbid the affed#ation of - Infallibility 
though of an zizferiour ſort under the 
titles of Rabbi, Father, and Maſter ; fo 
he doth likewiſe all z»feriour ſort of 
Religious worſhip when he faith, Thou 
ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him 
only ſhalt thou ſerve. And therefore the 
equivocation which lyes in mens power 
to determine, is not that of the degrees 
of Religious worſhip, but of the a7s of 
Civil and Religious worſhip. But if it 
be lawful to apply the ſignification of 
external As of worſhip to higher or low- 
er degrees, why may ye not do the 
ſame as to Sacrifice, as well as Invoca- 
tion, &C. 

R. P. This t a ſcruple which hath trou- 
bled the Dottours notions from the begin- 
ring ; But T.G. gives two anſwers to 
it, 1. That Sacrifice in general is both 


500 5%** by the cuſtom of the Church and the con- 
ſent of all mankind ( as S. Auguſtine 
teaches) appropriated to ſignifie the abſolute 
worſhip due only to God. 2. For the 
particular ſacrifice of the Body azd Blood 
of Chrift, the nature and dignity m—_ 
0 
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of requireth that it be offered to God 


alone. 


P.D. I am ſorry to ſee you diſſemble : 


the force of the DoZtours argument, 
when you pretend to give an anſwer 


tO it. 


For he faith, that S. Auguſtine Defence, 


joyns adoration and Sacrifice together, f **5* 
as appropriated to ſignifie the worſhi 
peculiar to God. How then, fait 
Dr. $:. comes S. Auguſtizes Authority to 
be quitted for the one, and ſo greedil 
embraced for the other ? What dot 
T. G. anſwer to that ? 

R. P. I do not find he takes notice 
of S. Auguſtive for any thing more 
than the conſent of mankind about S4a- 


crifice, 


P.D. Was it not wiſely done ? and 
then to talk a great deal about the 
remainder of the Doctours Diſcourſe, 
whether ſacrifice of it ſelf doth ſigni- 
fie abſolute worſhip more than adora- 
tion, without taking notice that S. Ar- . 
guſtive joyned them together, though 
the Church of Rome leparates them. 
And T. G. gives no manner of reaſon 
why the antecedent conſent of mankind 
as to one of theſe ſhould not prevail 
in your Church as well as in the other : 


which 
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which is the main ground according to 
T. G. why ſacrifice ought ſtill to be ap- 
propriated to the peculiar Worſhip of 
God. | 

R. P. What advantage doth the Doitor 
get, by inſiſtins ſo much on that queſtion, 
why Sacrifice may not be offered to Crea- 
tures as well as other external AiFs of 
Worſhip, for he can only infer from thence 
that in ſuch cafe the Church of Rome 
might poſſibly have no external act of Wor- 
ſhip appropriated to God, f ſhe have none 
| but Sacrifice ; but whileſt ſhe hath zo ſuch 
cuſtom de fatto as offering _—_— to 
Saints and Images, "tis manifeſt he car 
ave accuſe them in that point of having 
220 external Ai of Worſhip proper to 
_ or of giving it to any beſides 

im. 

P.D. It was to very _— purpoſe 
that he inſiſted on that queſtion, on theſe 
_— ., —coary either it is inthe 
power of the Church to appoint appro- 
priate Acts of Divine Werſhip, - it 
15 not. If itbein the Churches Power, 
then ſacrifice may be as lawfully offered 
to the B. YViroin, if the Church think fit, as 
prayers and 1nvocations, notwithftand. 
ing the general conſent of mankind in ap- 
propriating 
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propriating Sacrifice to God, If not, then 
there is ſome antecedent reaſon why 
ſome external Ads of Worſhip are ap- 
propriated to the abſolute worſhip of 
God ; if fo, then all ſuch AQts are ap- 
propriated where the /ame reaſon holds ; 
whether it be D:ivize Inſtitution, or the 
conſent of mankind 1n general, or of the 
Fathers of the Chriſtian Church : and 
conſequently, though the Church of 
Rome may relerve Sacrifice to God as 
peculiar to him, yet they may give other 
acts of Divine worſhip to his Creatures, 
which have the ſame reaſon to be ap- 
propriated which Sacrifice it elf hath. 
2. Becauſe though in words they ſeem 
to appropriate Sacrifice to God AS A pecu- 
liar att of external worſhip, yet they do 
in effe& overthrow it by thele two aſ- 
{ertions. (1.) That its peculiarity is 
not as being an A of Adoration, but 
upon another account as a ſrerificant 
Ceremony of our total ſubjeftion to God. 
And this was that which Dr. Sz. 
charged your Divines with, . that they 
reſerve xo one Ad of external adoration 
as proper to God ; and that they ſay, 
that Sacrifice doth not zaturally ſignifie 
any worſhip of God, but only by the 
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impoſition of men. So that your Di- 


vines confeſs there is no natural Act of 


Drvine worſhip, no external Att of Ado- 
ration Which 1s reſerved as peculiar to 
God ; but only an outward Ceremony 
which doth not of 7 ſe/f ſignifie the 
worſhip of God, nor our ſubjettion to 
him. But ſolemn Prayers and Praiſes 
do of themſelves ſignitie our dependence 
on God, and r ike have an artece- 
dent reaſon to the conſent of mankind, 
why they ſhould be appropriated to the 
worſhip of God. ( 2.) That even Sa- 
crifice. 1s allowed by the Roman Church 
to: be offered for the honour of Crea- 
tures : which Dr. Sr. faith, is joyning 
Creatures together with God in the 
honour of Sacrifice : and if Sacrifice be 
ſo appropriate to the honour of God 
that it cannot ſfignifie any thing elle, 
then, it is nonſenſe to ſacrifice to God 
for the honour of another ; if it may 
fGgnifie any thing elſe, and be fo uſed 
in the Church of Rome, then you do not 
reſerve ſo much as ſacrifice for an ap- 


propriate f1gn of the abſolute Worſhip 


of God. 
R. P. To what miſerable ſhifts, faith 
FT. G. are men put when they would have 


ſuch 


| 
: 
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ſuch trivial kind of arguing as this to paſi 
for ſolid reaſoning : and it muſt be a hard 
world when a man of the Dottours abilities 
muſt be forced to feign that he doth not 
know how the ſame Sacrifice may be a pro- 
pitzation for ſins and a thankſgiving for 
benefits, eſpecially the Sacrifice of the Altar 
being the ſame with that of the Croff,, in 
which all the differences of the legal Sacri- 
fices were fulfilled. 

P. D. It is a hard world indeed, when 
{uch ſtuff as this muſt paſs for anſwer- 
ing. Dr. $:. never denyed that thank(\- 
givings might be offered to God in the 
time of moſt ſolemn Worſhip for the 
Graces of his Saints ; nor that the cer- 
curſtances of Divine worſhip might re- 
dound to their Hozour, as the Primi- 
tive Chriſtians offering up their devoti- 
ons to God at their Sepulchres : but 
the queſtion is, whether it be confi- 
ſtent with the appropriation of Sacrifice 
to the Honor of God, to offer it up for 
the Honour of his Creatures ; eſpecially 
the Sacrifice of the Altar, 1. e.the Soy of 
God, as a propitiatory Sacrifice for the 
quick and the dead ? 

R. P. Why may not we ſay, We offer 
this Sacrifice to God in the —_— 
S, Mt- 


D:al. po 
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S. Michael, to teſtifie our application of it 
in thankſgiving for the favours and Graces 
beſtowed on him ? | 

P. D. I pray conſider, (r.) Youſay, 
that Sacrifice 1» your Church  appropri- 
ated to the Honour of God ; ( 2.) Thar 
Sacrifice doth not ſignifie the Worſhip of 
God of it ſelf, but by inſtitution or conſent 
of mankind. (3.) Then the intention 
of Sacrifice 18 tO ſignifie that Honour 
which is peculiar to God Now how 
can it ſignifie the Flonour due only to God, 
if it may ſignifie the honour due to his 
Creatures ? | 

R.P. Is it not for the honour of a Per- 
fon to praiſe God for him ? and Sacrifi- 
cing being the offer of a preſent in token of 
gratitude, doth that diminiſh or add to the 
Act of thankſgiving ? And if it be a grea- 
ter declaration of” thankſetvins, it muſl 
conſequently be a greater declaration alſ6 


. of the honour of the Perſon for whom it 


is offered. 

P. D. It is one thing to make the 
Graces of Saints an occaſion of '[ hankſ- 
giving to God, and another to offer up 
a Sacrifice for the hononr of the Saints, as 
it is expreſſed in the Offerrory. In the 
former cale there is no queſtion by 

the 
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the Honour 15 deſizned wholly to God as 
the Giver of 'thole Graces, although a 
conſequential Honour doth redound there- 
by to the Saints themſelves ; but tathe 
latter caſe the intended and deſianed Flo- 
zour of the very Af it ſelf is declared 
to be to the Saints as well as to God him 
ſelf. If a Courtier gives the King ſo- 
lemn thanks for great kindneſs ſhewed 
to one of his- $4bjei#s, the honour of the 
Aftion belongs wholly to the K7zze, al- 
though occaſronatly and confſoquentially it 
redound to the reputation of the Perſon 
for whom it is done: but if a Courtier 
on New years day ſhould make a pre- 
ſent to the Kzzg upon his Kees, and ſay, 
I offer this New years gift to your Mz- 
Jeſty in honour of your Majeſty and of the 
Groom of your Stole, or Chamierlain of 
your Houſhold, &c. how do you think 
this would be taken at Court ? And yet 
this is juſtthe Form of the Offertory 1n 
your Myſſal. We make this Oblation to 
thee O Holy Trinity, and for the honour of 
the Bleſſed Virain and all Saints ; can 
any one ſay that this 15 not the d-ſ72zed and 
intended honour which belongs to the 
Ac it ſelf, and not meerly that which 
is occaſional and conſequential ? If thoſe 

M m who 
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who offered Cakes to the B, Virgin, had 
ſaid, We offer theſe Cakes to the honour 
of the Bleſſed Trinity and the Virgin ' 
Mary, had not this been joyning them 
together in the honour of thoſe oblati- 
ons? And is it not the ſame caſe here ? 
Beſides, you are = of a greater ab. 
furdity, tor thole mg t be only Eucha- 
riſtical oblatians, but in your Sacrifice of 
the Maff, you pretend to make a preſert 
you ſay to God ; but what is it ? no- 
thing teſs than his own Son ; if your 
doArine be true. And for what end ? 
to be a propitiatory Sacrifice for the quick 
and the dead. And is this indeed zhe 
preſent you make to Almighty God in 
honour of his Saints ? I cannot with pa-- 
tience think of the abfurdities which 
follow from hence, For how came 
you to make a Preſent to God of his 
own Son ? When we make a Preſeat 
to any one, It 15 underſtood to be of 
{omething in our power to beſtow, 
and which we are willing to part with, 
for his ſake to whom we offer it. Do 
you indeed in this ſenſe make a Pre- 
ſent of the Sor of God to the Father ? 
Have you the power of beſtowing hin 
in your hands ? And are you willing 
| Foo 
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to part with your whole right and intereſt 
ix. him ? You are excellent Chriſtians 
— while. Nay, no Sacrifice was 
truly and properly offered by any per- 
ſon, n__—_ _— 3 not de bs 
right in that which was Sacrificed. 
And therefore you ſee upon what terms, 
you make ſuch a preſent to God by a 
proper Sacrifice of his Sox to him, But 
ſuppoſe the $9» of God were to be 
made a #fme and proper Sacrifice for ſins 


on the 4/rar, How comes it into your }. 


hands to offer him up to the Father, 
{ſince the great Sacrifice of propitiation 
was not to be offered by any ordinary 
Prieſts, but by the High-Prieſ# himlelt, 
who was to carry the Blood into the Holy 
of Holies, and there to make interceſſion 
for the People ? Are you the High-Prieſts 
of the Gofpe/to offer unto God the great 
Sacrifice of Atonement ? 1s not the great 
High-Prieſt of' our profeſſion entred with- 
in the Vail, and ts there making interceſ- 
fron by vertue of his Sacrifice on the Croſs ? 
What need then of your Offering him 
up again for propitiation, who Offered 
himſelf once on the Croſs for a fall, per- 
feit, and ſufficient Sacrifice, Oblation and 
Jatisfaftion for the ſins of the whole world ? 

Mm 2 We 
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We have all the reaſon in the World to 
commemorate with great thankfulneſs 
and devotion that invaluable Sacrifice 
of the Croſs, and if you will call the 
Whole Euchariſtical Office a commemor a- 
tive Sacrifice as the Ancients did, I ſhall 
never quarrel with you about it. But 
how the Sacrifice of the Maſs comes to 
berproprtiatory as the Sacrifice on the Croſs 
was, I underſtand not ; nor how it 
ſhould be the ſame with the Sacrifice of 
the Cro/5, and yet of ſo much leſs value 
thanit, the one being ſaid by you to be 
znfinite and the other finite ; nor how 
the deſtruitiox of his Sacramentel and of 
his Natural Being ſhould be the ſame 
_ thing ; nor how this Sacrifice ſhould be 
propitiatory only for one ſort of fins and 
not for another ; nor how the Son of 
God can be made a trve and proper Sa- 
crifice for Sin under the Spectes of Bread 
and Wize ; nor, what conſumptiv'e 
change that is in him, which according 
to your ſelves is neceſſary to make him 
luch a Sacrifice. Is he flaiz again inthe 
Maſs ? If he be, I can tell who is the 
Judas thatbetrays him, and who are the 
Jews that Crucifie him. If not, how 
comes a propitiatory Sacrifice without 
ſheddize 
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ſhedding of Blood ? If the conſumptive 
change be only in the Elements, then the 


Elements are Sacrificed, and not C hriſt. 


It it be only a Sacramental change, what 
is that to a Sacrifice of propitiation? And 
{uppole all the other abſurdities to be 


removed, and that the Sacrifice of the 


Maſs 1s a true, real, proper and propitia- 
tory Sacrifice of the Son of God Body and 
Soul upon the Altar, yet how at laſt comes 
this to be giving God thanks for the 
Graces of his Saints ? I thought ſuch a 
Sacrifice had been much rather for the 
expiation Of their ſins. | 
R. P. I pray Sir forbear ; I have no 
longer patienceto hear you talk at this 
Tate againit the Sacrifice of the Maſs ; for 
if you deſtroy that, we are all undone. 
Methinks as T. 6G. faith, Dr. Sts argu- 
ments againſt it, might have been expected 
from the pen of a Crellius. 
P. D. Of a Crelizs ? Why 1o I pray ? 

He wrote againſt Chriſts propitiatory 
. Sacrifice on the Croſs ; and as I remem- 
ber, Dr. $7. hath anſwered his argu- 
ments; how comes he rhen, of all men, 
to argue like Crellius ? 


D:a!, pc 
oF). 


R. P. Becauſe his Reaſons againſt the 


Sacrifice of the Maſs will hold againſt that 
of the C roſs, | 


Mm 3 P. D. 
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P. D. That would be ſtrange; but let 
us hear them firſt and then judge. 

R, P. Why, he looks upon it, as a mons 

ſtrous abſurdity for us to pretend, firſt to 
make our God with ſpeaking five words, 
then to offer up God Limſel unto God as 
a Sacrifice and conſequently to ſuppoſe him 
deſtroyed, and this all to teſtifie our ſubmiſſt- 
0n to God. 

P. D. And do not you think theſe 
horrible abſurdities, and ſuch as can 
never enter into any mans head that is 
not firſt reſolved ro part with his un- 
derſtanding ? 

'' R. P. And do not you think theſe ex- 
preſſions highly injurious to that ineſtima- 
ble Sacrifice which Chriſt himfelf” Offered 
upon the Croſs ? TO 

P. D. Not atall. For, do we believe, 
that the Jews made an ordinary man to 
be the Erernal Son of God by ſpeaking 
five words over him? And that the Jews 
then ſlew him and offered up God, as a 
Sacrifice to God for the expiation of {ins ; 
and all this, as an att of gratitude to God 
for the Graces of his Saizrs ? If not, what 
colour or Pretence 1s there, that the 
14y1ng open the ab{urdity of your Sacr-- 
ce of the Mzfs, thould derogate from the 
Serifice of the Crofe ? = 0 


R.P. 
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R, P. Were not the Jews ſcandalized 
at that moſt in the Sacrifice . of the Croſs, 
viz, the Offering of God to God ? 

P, D. A crucified Saviour, or a ſuffer- 
ins Meſſias, was to the Jews a ſtumbling- 
block, and to the Greeks fooliſhneſs. But 
what do you mean by zhe offering up of 
God to God, do you think the Divinity 
was the Sacrifice ? or the Blood of Chriſt, 
which he being the Eternal Sor of God 
didoffer up to his Father, as a propitiation 
tor the [is of Mankind ? 

R. P. Might not he be ſaid, to offer up 
Ood himſelf to God as a Sacrifite ? 

P. D. Then you mutt make the D-- 
v1nity the Sacrifice; and how can that be 
a Sacrifice which 1s capable of no change ? 
But ſuppoſe Chriſt 3 God and maz be 
ſaid to ofter up at leaſt a Divine Sacrifice ; 
what is all this to your Offering up the 
Son of God as a Sacrifice to God for the 
ftns of the World ? 

R. P. Might not thoſe, as T.G. ſaith, 
who were at the foot of the Croſs, offer up 
the Son of God on the Croſs to the Father ? 

P. D. This 1s a piece of Mew Divint- 
ty; and farenough I dare fay from ar- 
guing like Crel{;zz5s, Who ever thought, 
that the Jews had the ſame power to 
 Mm4 . offer 
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offer up the Blood of Chriſt as a proprtia- 
tory Sacrifice, which himſelf had who 
had power over his own life ? If 7.G. 
argues at this rate, none would imagine 
he hath ever conſidered the Nature of 
Chriſts Sacrifice, ſince he talks ſo unskil- 
fully about theſe matters. | 
 R.P. Butwhat doth Dr. St. talk of our 
making and deſtroyins God in the Mafs, 
ſince we believe that the ſame Chriſt who is 
in Heaven is whole under either ſpecies ; 
and his Blood to be ſeparated from his Bo- 
dy not really, but Myſtically oaly and in re- 
preſeatation. - 
P. D. Do you believe a true, proper 
propitiatory Sacrifice in the Maſs, or 
not ? = 

R. P. Do not you know the Coun- 
cil of Trezt hath exprelly defined it, and 
anathematized all thoſe who ſay the 

contrary ? | 
P.D. Is there any zrze, proper pro- 
pitzatory Sacrifice, where there is not a 
co ſmptive change of that which is S4- 
erijiced? And what is that which is S4- 
crificed in the Maſs ? not the Elements, 
put Chriſt under them, you ſay ; If Chriit 
be the Sacr!fice he mult be {2/2 again 
at every rs, as he was once on the 
| Croſs ; 
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Croſs; or you can aflign no deſtruttiop, 
which you fay is neceſſary to ſuch a zrue 
and proper Sacrifice, 

 R. P. Do not you obſerve T. G.*s 
words, that Chriſt is whole under either 
ſpecies, and his Blood ſeparated from his 
Body not really, but Myſtically only, and in 
repreſentation ? 

P. D. How 1s that ? Whole Chriſt un- 
der the bread, and whole Chriſt under the 
wine ; and the blood ſeparated from the Bo- 
ay not really, but myſtically only, and by re- 
- preſentation, | This 1s admirable ſtuff, 
and true Myſtical Divinity. If the body of 
Chriſt doth remain whole and entire, where 
is the 7rue proper Sacrifice ? where is the 
change made, if not in the Body of Chriſt ? 
if that be uncapable of a change, how 
can it be a true and proper Sacrifice ? If 
the blood be not really ſeparated from the 
Body, where 1s the mattation, which muſt 
be in a propitiatory Sacrifice ? If Chrift 
do remain whole and eptire after all the 
Sacrificial Aits, where I ay 1s the zrwue and 
proper Sacrifice ? T.G. had far better 
laid, and more agreeably to Scripture, 
Antiquity, and Reaſon, that there is no 
real and proper /acrifice on the Altar, but 
only myſtical and by repreſentation. 

R.P. 
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R. P. But T7.G. faith, that Religion . 
which admits xo external viſible Sacrifice, 
muſt needs be deficient in the moſt ſignal part 
of the publick worſhip of God. 

P. D. Tpray remember, it 1san exter- 
nal aud viſible Sacrifice which you contend 
for, and now tell me where it is in your 
Church. Doth it lye in the 1mical ge- 
ſtures of the Prieſt at the Altar in imita- 
tion of Chriſt on the Crof5 ? It that be it, 
the neceſſary coſumption of the Sacrifice 
will be no comfortable doctrine to the 
Prieſt. Dothit lye in the conſecration of * 
the Elements which are viſible ? But you 
ſay, the eſſence of the Sacrifice conſiſts in the 
change; and we can ſee no viſible change 
made 1n them, and therefore there is no 
external and viſible Sarrifice, Belides, if 
the Sacrifice did Iye 1n the change of the E- 
lements after Conſecration into the Body of 
Chriſt, then the Elements are the thing 
ſacrificed and not the Body of Chri/t, for 
the d:/tructive change 1s as tothe elements, 
and not as to the Body of Chriſt. Or 
doth it lye in the /vallovine down, axd 
conſumption of the ſpecies after Conſ-crati- 
01 by the Prieſt ? But here likewiſe the 
Change is 1n the acc/depxts and not 1n the 
Boay of Chriſt, which remains whole and 
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entire though the ſpecies be conſumed ;and 
I think there is ſome difference between 
changing ones ſeat and being ſacrificed. 
For all that the Body of Chriſt is pretend- 
ed tobe changed 1n, is only its being no 
longer under the ſpecies, but T. G. Iup- 

{ſe will allow it to be whole and entire 
fill, Dothit then lye 7 prowouncing the 
words of conſecration upon which the Body 
of Chriſt is under the ſpecies of Bread , 
and'the Blood under that of Wine, and 6 
eparated from the Body ? But this can 
leaſt of all be, ſince T. G. aſſures us thar 
whole Chriſt is under the Breadas well as 
under the W:ze ; and ſo there cannot be 
lomuch as a moment of real ſeparation - 
between them ; and we know how ne- 
ceſſary for other purpoſes the doftrine of 
Concomitancy is. Tell me then where is 
your external and viſible Sacrifice which 
you boaſt ſo much of; ſince according 
to your own principles there is nothing 
that belongs to the eſſence of a ſacrifice 15 
external and viſible, and conſequently 
your own Church labours under the dt- 
fe&t T. G. complains of. 

R. P. But what makes Dy. St. ſo bitter 
againſt the Sacrifice of the Altar, ſince the 
moſt true and genuine Sons of the Church 

| of 
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of England do allow it ;, 2s Mr. Thorn- 
dike, Dr. Heylin, and Biſhop Andrews ? 
and doth not this rather look like betraying 


the Church of England than defendin? it ? 


P. D. I fee now -=_ are wheeling 
about to your firſt Poſt, and therefore it 
is time togive you a ſpace of breathing. 


 Yourgreat buſineſs is to ſet us at vari- 


Articl. 31» 


P. 37, 88, 


belonging to it. 


ance among our ſelves, but you have hi- 
therto failed in your attempts, and I 
hope will do. I do not think any two 
or three men, though never ſo learned 


make the Church of England ; her ſenſe ® 


is to be ſeen in the Publick As and Offices 
And in the Articles ta 
which 7. G. ſometimes appeals, your 
Sacrifices on the Altar are called blaſphe- 
mous Figments, and dangerous Impoſtures, 
But as to theſe three perſons I anſwer 
thus ; 

1. Mr. Thorndike, as I have ſhewed al- 
ready, declaresagainſt the 7rue proper Sa- 
crifice defined by the Council of Trent as 
an innovation and a contradiction. And 
that which he pleads for, is, zhat the Eu- 
thariſt is a commemorative and repreſent a- 
tive Sacrifice, about which Dr. St. would 


[never contend with him or any one elle : 


and immediately after the words cited 
by 


po V — —_— _ 
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by T.G. he adds theſe ; It & therefore Laws 


enough, that the Euchariſt is the Sacrifice of 


of rhe 


Chriſt on the Croſs, as the Sacrifice of Chriſt ——_ 


on the Croſs ts repreſented, renewed, revi- 
ved, and reſtored by it, and as every repre- 
ſentation is ſaid to be the ſame thing with 
that which it repreſenteth. 

2. Pet. Heylins words are expreſly 
only for a commemorative Sacrifice, as 
T. G. himſelf produces them ; and there- 
foreI wotider what T. G. meant in citing 
them at large ': For he quotes the Ex- 
gliſh Litargie for the Sacrifice of Praiſe 
and T hankſgiving ; and S. Chryſoſtom call- 
ing it the remembrance of” a Sacrifice ; and 
many of our learned Writers, 4 Comme- 
morative ſacrifice, What is there in all 
thisin the leaſt repugnant to what Dr. 
St, had delivered ? 

R. P. But he quotes Biſhop Andrews, 
ſaying, Take from the Maſs your Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, and we will have no difference 
with you about the ſacrfiice. 
 P. D. Biſhop Andrews calls the Eu- 
charaſt a commemorative ſacrifice, and he 
faith, it was properly Enchariſtical, or of 
the nature of peace-offerings, concerning 
which the Law was, that he that offered 
ſbould partake of them ; and a little after 
tollow 
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follow thoſe words you mention : to 
which he adds, We yield you that there is 
a remembrance of Chriſts ſacrifice ; but we 
(hall never yield that your Chriſt being 
made of Bread is there ſacrificed. Which 
is the very thing, that 7. G. is ſoangry 
with Dr. Sr. about. And have not you 
bravely proved that Dr. Sr. hath herein 
gone againſt the ſenſe of the genuine Sons 
of the Church of England ? If you have 
any thing yet left which you think mate- 
rial I pray let us have it now, for4ear leſt 
7. G. make ule of it to ſtuff our another, 
Book. 

R. P. I think we are near the Bot- 
F0M. | 

P. D. SoI imagine by the dregs which 
came laſt. 

R. P. There is one thing yet let for 
a cloſe : which is, Dr. St. /aith, ſuppoſing 
this ſacrifice were allowed, yet this doth not 
prove that we reſerve any external Act of 
worſhip belonging to all Chriſtians, becauſe 
this ſacrifice belongs to the Prieſts only to 
offer. . 
45 D. And what anſwer doth T. G. 
oiveto that ? 

R. P. He ſaith, that nothing ts more 
notorions than that thoſe of the Church of 
Rome, 
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Rome, are bound on every Sundiy and 
Holy Day to hear Maſs. | 

P. D. To hear Maſf! Avery Chriſti- 
an duty no doubt, eſpecially if they un- 
derſtand never a word of it, and as D:aza 
laith, a man is not bound to hear a word 
that is ſaid : But what then ? 

R. P. By this external AF, he ſaith, they 
teſtifie the uniting their intention with the 
Prieſt as the publick Officer of the Church 
in the Oblation of the ſacrifice. 

P. D. I have often heard of the skill 
you have of directing intentions, but I 
never knew of this knack of »xitiag 
[ntentions before. I know how necelila- 
ry the Priefts intention is 1n your Church, 
but what if the People ſhould fail of »:- 
ting their intention with his, (as they 
often think and talk of other tiungs at 
hearing Maſs) would it not be a ſacrifice 
without the Uz/oz of their Intentions ? 
Suppoſe the Prieſts Intention ſhould wan- 
der, what would the Peoples unting their 
zntentions ſignitic towards the Sacrifice ? 
You will not fay, they have any power 


Dian. Sum. + 
Þ- 44%. 


Dzal. p. 
$24» 


to offer the ſacrifice; therefore the 477 of 


ſacrificing belongs only to the Prieſt, whe- 
ther the Peoples intentions be united Or 
not. If the People firlt ofered that 
which 
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which was to be ſacrificed, to the 
Pricſt, and then he ſacrificed it in their 
name (as among the Jews) they might 
be ſaid to have a ſhare in the /acrifice; 
but when the ſacrifice is ſuppoſed to come 
down from Heaven upon the Prieſts 
words, and he doth not repreſent the 
People but Chriſt in the 4 of ſacrificing, 
What doth the Peoples uniting their in- 
tentioxs ſ1gnifie to the ſacrifice ? I pray 
tell me in whoſe zame doth the Prieſt 
pretend to the power of offering up the 
Body of Chriſt in Sacrifice on the Altar, the 
Peoples, or Chriſts? 

k. P. In the name of Chriſt doubtleſs, 
for the People have no power to do it. 

P. D. If they have zo power to do it, 
and all the Anthority be ſuppoſed to be 
derived from Chrift for doing it, what 
doth the wnitinz the Peoples intentions 
with the Prieſts ſignifie as to the offer- 
ing up the ſacrifice ? You might as well 
ſay, that the Jews under the Cr9/s might 

nite their *2text-ons to Chriſts in offter- 
ing himſelf on the Cr/+ to the Father, 
and fo it might hecome their 4 as well 
as ChriſPs, But in my mind your 
phraſe of hearixze and /*cing 174/53 is much 
more proper (i men were þo129 either 

| to 


(545) 

to hear or ſee, which your Caſuiſts ſay, 
they are not ) than this of »iting their 
zntentions with the Prieſt, which is ab- 
furd and ridiculous. DothT. G. ſo little 
conſider the hozour of the Prieſtly Office 
as to talk of, the Peoples uniting their 11- 
ztentions with the Prieſts in the oblation 
of the Sacrifice ? The next ſtep may be, 
that the ſacrificing may depend: on the 
Peoples Intentions as well as the Prieſts ; 
and what a caſeare you in then ? Aqui- 
as and Cajetan were much wiler than 
T.G. in this matter, for they both de- 
clare that this ſacrifice belongs only to the 
Prieſts and not to the People ;, as Dr. St, 
told T.G, 

 R. P. T.G. faith, he cannot find the 
Citation in the place quoted by him ; but he 
dares affirm that Cajetan was wot ſo ſilly a 
Divine as to deny it to belong to the People 
30 offer the ſacrifice by and with the Prieſt, 

P. D. And Idare affirm Cajetar was 

much wiſer than to ſay, that the offering 
the ſacrificedid in any ſenſe belong to the 
People ; and {o much T. G. might have 
found in the place cited by the DoQtour, 
only q#. 86. was put for 9. $5. and not 
as Cajetans bare opinion, but as the judge- 
mens of Aquinas too. He faith indeed, 
Nn that 
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that the Prieſts do offer the ſacrifice for 
themſelves andothers ; but he was not 1q 
filly to imagine that they were to «nite 
their intentions with the Prieſts in the 0b- 
{1tion ; but that expreſſion only ſhews 
far whoſe ſake and not in' whoſe name the 


-[atrifice was offered. For there are other 


ſacrifices, laith he, which every one may 
offer for himſelf, and thoſe, laith Cajetan, are 
| wy ſacrifices of Devotion and Vertue ; 
but for the ſacrifice of the Altar, that be- 
longs ozly to the Prieſts azd Officers of the 
Church, © | | 

* R. P. Eutthe very Mzſ5-Book calls it 
meum at veſtrum ſacrificium ; and delires 
God to accept it for all thoſe pro quibees 
tibi offerims, vel qui tibi- offerunt hoc ſa- 
erificrum. 

P. D. I will tell you the myſterie of 
this buſineſs, and ſo put. an end to this 
long Conference. It was the ancient 
= A of the Roman' Church as well as 
others for the Communicants to make 
an oblation of the Bread and Wine at the 
Altar, of which they were afterwards to 
partake. "This I prove from the Sacra- 
mentary of S. Gregory publiſhed by Pame- 
lins, where it 1s ſaid, while the Offertory is 
ſizing ; 4. e. the Anthem then ulcd, _ 
| | ky 


= AO... 
oblations are made by the People 1nd laid up- 

on the Altar that they might be conſecrated. 

And the Ordo Romanrus declares theſe o4- 

lations to be the Bread and Wine : of __. 
which, it adds, that the Arch-deacon took as Caſſandr. 
much and laid upon the Altar,4s would ſerve 1: 
for the people that were to communicate. © © 
Theſe ob/ations continued in the Church . :, 
a long time, and were inforced by Canons IM 
and Conſtitutions when the people began * © 5” 
to ſlacken in their devotiox. .. Upon copit. Far. 
which the Church of Rome thought fir 34+ * © 
to bring in the uſe of Wafers inſtead of 

common bread, and ſo thele oblations grew 
intodiſuſe, or were turned into offerings 

of money inſtead of them. Sirmondns 5;,mmnd; 
and Card. Boa have proved beyond all 4: 4xym 


diſpute, that the ancient Latin Church SA 


did uſe common and leavened Bread in the bu Ling. 
Euchariſt that was offered by the people £5 * 
till a thouſand. years after Chriſt, . But * 
then the doQtrine of Tranfubſtantiation 
coming into the Roman Church, it was 
no longer thought fir that the Bread 
which was to be turned into the Soz of 
God ſhould be made after a common man- 
er, of with the #»ſantified hands of the = 
Laity, but by thoſe who did attend upon 
the Altar : remembring what the good 
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woman told Gregory I. that ſhe wondyed 
that the Bread which ſhe made with her own 
hands ſhould be called the Body of Teſus 
Chriſt.; which the people had more rea- 
ſon to do, when they came to define the 
manner of the preſence, as they did about . 
this time ; although it were not made an 
Article of Faith till afterwards. From 
hence the diſpute began tetween the 


Greeks and Latins about untleavencd bread ; 


and from henceforward the cuſtom of | 
oblations for the ſervice of the Altar de- 
clinedand is only kept up on ſome par- 
ticular ſolemnities, as Canonization of 
Saints, Inauguration of Princes, Conſecra- 
tion of Biſhops, Marriages and Funerals 
however the ſame form of words conti- 
nues {till in the Offizes, as if the oblations 
of Bread and Wize were ſtill made by 
the People ; and ſo Sirmondrs and Bona 
both ſay thoſe expreſſions of the Maſs- 
Book, you mention, are to be underſtood 
of theſe ob14tions of the People, and not 
of the Sacrifice of Chriſfs Body. And 
that theſe ob/ations were called ſacrifices 
appears by the known paſſages of S. Cy- 
prian, Locuples & dives es & Dominicum 
celebrare te credis, que in Dominicum ſine 
ſacrificio wenis, que partem de ſacrificio 


quod 
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' quod pauper obtulit ſumis ? In which he 
LET the rich women that came with- 
out. an Oblation, which he calls a /acri- 
- fice, and did partake of that which the 
poor offered ; which S. Auguſtiz calls 
de aliena oblatione communicare ; and a - i 
therefore he bids all Communicants to nn” | 
make their own oblations at the Altar. 
But ſuppoſe theſe expreffions were not 
to be underitood of the ob/ations of the 
people (as it 1s certain the yuruen called 
Secrete and the firſt part of the Cazon of 
the. Maſs are ) yet it was not fairly done 
of T.G. to leave out a very ſignificant 
word whichimmediately followed, viz. 
laudis, qui tibi offerunt boc ſacrificium lau- 
dis, If the People be allowed their 
ſhare in | the Ewchariſtical Sacrifice of 
Praiſe and Thankſgiving, what is this to 
their offering up the proper propitiatory 
ſacrifice of the Body of Chriſt ? I do not 
deny that the People had a ſhare in the 
ſacrifice according to the ſenſe of Antiqui- 
ty ; not only from their ob14ti0725, but be- 
cauſe as Caſſander well obſerves, the 4x- Ca[and. 
cients did call the whole Exchariſtical —_ , 
Office, as it took in the Peoples part as well corp. & 
as the Prieſts, by the name of a ſacrifice ; 71%. 
and ſo the 0b/ations, Prayers, Thankſeiv- 
Na 3 ings, 


OS ——_—_ ADs et. 


png 


we (iT (559) ; 

©" Tngs, Conſecration; Commemoration, Diſtri- 
"bution; Participation did all belong to the 
ſacrifice, But ſince you reftrain the ze 
and proper ſacrifice to the oblation of the 
Boay of Chriſt to God by the Prieſt; Dr. St. 
had reaſonto fay, that the ſacrifice among | 
you belongs to the Priefts, and is not an 
external Af of Worſhip common to all. 
And fo according to the fex/e you put 
on the Maſ5-Book, you leave tio one 4 

of peculiar external worſhip appropriated 

fo God which is to be performed by all Chr:- 
fiaxns ; which was the thing to be 
proved: ' 
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